
y  4
. g w/t T

£n a/3 THE ENVIRO NMENTAL DECADE  
(ACTION PROPO SALS FOR THE 1970’

GOV ERNIVI EM ... . —  / —

Storage

K
SU

 l
ib
r
ar
ie
s

g g g ' s

b b  5
43

H E A R IN G S
BEFORE A

SUB COM MIT TEE  OF TH E
COMMITTEE ON

GOVER NMENT  OP ER AT IONS  
HORSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

NI NE TY -FIR ST  CONG RESS
SECOND SESSION

FEBRUA RY 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, MARCH 13, AND APR IL  3, 1970

Printed for the use of the Committee on Government Operations

GUL 2 n 1970
. . . ™ £ L I8 S w  
UHS4S STATE UI IIV EB SITV

U.S . GOVERNMEN T PRINT ING  OFFICE 

41 315 WASHING TON : 1970

For sale by the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Prin ting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20402 - Price $1.25



V

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS
W IL LIA M  L. DAWSON, 

CHET H O L IF IE L D , C al if orn ia
JA CK BR OO KS , Tex as
L. H.  FO UN TA IN , N or th  Car ol in a 
JO H N  A. BL ATN IK , M in ne so ta  
ROBER T E.  JO NES , Alaba ma 
ED W AR D A. GARMATZ, M ar yl an d 
JO H N  E.  MO SS,  Cal ifor ni a 
DANT E B. FA SC EL L,  F lo ri da 
HEN RY  S. RE US S,  Wisc on sin  
JO H N  S. MON AGA N, Con ne ct icut  
TORBERT H.  MACDO NALD, M ass ac huse tt s 
W IL LIA M  S. MO ORHE AD , P ennsy lv ania  
CO RNEL IU S E.  GA LL AG HE R, New Je rs ey  
W IL LIA M  J . RA ND AL L, Miss ou ri 
B EN JA M IN  S. RO SE NT HA L,  New York 
JI M  W RIG HT, Tex as
FERNAND J . ST  GE RM AIN, Rh od e Is la nd  
JO H N  C. CU LV ER , Io wa 
FL OY D V. HIC KS,  W as hi ng to n

Il lin oi s,  Cha irman  
FL OR EN CE  P. DW YE R, New  Je rs ey  
OGDE N R. REI D, New Yo rk  
FR ANK HO RT ON , New Yo rk 
JO H N  N. ER LE NB ORN , Il lino is  
JO HN W. WY DL ER , New Yo rk 
CL AR EN CE  J.  BROW N, Ohio 
GUY VA ND ER  JA GT,  M ichiga n 
JO HN T. MY ERS, In d ia na  
W IL LI AM  O. COWG ER, Ken tuck y 
GIL BER T GU DE , M ar yl an d 
PA UL N. MCCLO SKE Y, J r., C al ifor ni a 
PA UL FI NDLE Y, Il linois
JO HN H.  BU CH AN AN , J r., Alaba ma 
LO WEL L P. W EI CKER , J r., C on ne ct icut  
SAM ST EIG ER , Ariz on a

Ch r is t in e  R ay Dav is , Sta ff  D irec to r 
J am es  A. L an igan , Ge nera l Co unsel  

Mil es  Q. Rom ne y , A ss oc ia te  Ge ne ra l Co unsel  
J.  P . Car ls on , M in ori ty  Co unsel 

W illiam  H.  Cope nh av er , M in ori ty  Pro fe ss io na l S ta ff

Cons ervatio n and  Natura l R esources Subcomm ittee

HE NR Y S. REU SS , W isco ns in , Ch ai rm an
JI M  W RIG HT, Tex as  GUY VA ND ER  J AGT,  M ichiga n
FL OY D V. HIC KS,  W as hi ng to n G IL BERT GU DE , M ar yl an d
JO H N  E. MO SS,  C al if or ni a PA UL N. Mc CL OS KE Y, J r., Cal ifor ni a

P h in ea s  I nd ritz , Chief  Co unsel  
Lau re nc e Dav is , A ss is ta n t Co un se l

F. Clem en t  D in sm ore, Leg al  A ss is ta n t 
David B . F in neg an , A ss is ta n t Co unsel

Ca th erin e  L. H artk e, Cl erk 
J o se ph in e  Sch eib er , Res ea rc h A na ly st

(ID



C O N T E N T S

Hear ings held on— r a g e

Febru ary  2________________________________________________  1
Febru ary  3_   41
Feb rua ry 4________________________________________________  99
Febru ary  5________________________________________________ 155
Febru ary  6________________________________________________ 183
March 13___________________________________________________  237
April 3______________________________________________________ 271

State me nt of—
Allen, Rex Whitaker, president , American Insti tu te  of Architects ; 

accom panied by Donald L. Williams, chairman , Com mittee on 
Regio nal Development and Na tural Resources, AIA; and  James 
A. Veltman, ecological pla nner and  prac ticing arch ite ct--------------  55

Barcey, Haro ld E., Gainesville, Fla.,  represen ting the  Balance Fun d
Foundation________________________________________________  276

Brandborg, Stew art, executive direc tor, Wilderness Society-----------  220
Brower, David , president , Frie nds  of the  Ea rth , In c--------------------  183
Bryan, William L., Jr. , Ph .D. student in environmen tal education ,

De partm ent of Resource Planning and Conservation,  Univers ity 
of Michigan________________________________________________ 266

Callison, Charles  II.,  exec utive vice pres iden t, National  Audubon
Society___________________________________________________  169

Clusen, Mrs. Donald  E., vice president , League of Women Voters
of the  Unite d S tat es_________________________________________  116

Conner, Roger L. a nd William A. Irwin, Univers ity of M ichigan Law
School, Enviro nmenta l Law Society_________________________  261

De Bell, Ga rre tt, Washington rep resentativ e, Zero Pop ula tion  Growth,
In c_______________________________________________________  242

Denovan , James T., gra duate  fellow in e nvironmenta l hea lth  sciences,
University  of Michigan______________________________________  255

Dodds, Richard  W., stu dent,  School of Public Hea lth, Univer sity  of
Michigan__________________________________________________ 253

George, Dr. John L., president, Rachel Carson Trus t for the  Living 
Env iron men t, associate professor of wildlife managemen t, School 
of For est Resources,  Penn sylvan ia S tate U nivers ity______________ 120

Grabarck,  R. Doyle, College Park, Md., representing the  North
American Ha bit at Preservat ion  Society________________________  277

Hanson, Arthur  J., P h. D. st ud en t in ecology, Univers ity of Michigan . 265
Hayes, Denis, nat ional coordin ator , Enviro nmenta l Act ion_______  239
Howe, Sydney, pres iden t, the Conservat ion Foundation-----------------  128
Kenyon, David B., represent ing  the Committee for Ecological Re

sponsibil ity, Washington, D. C________________________________  282
Kimball, Thom as L., executive direc tor, Nat iona l Wildlife Fe derat ion . 19 
Kneese , Dr. Allen V., director , Quali ty of the Env iron ment Program,

Resources for the  Futur e, In c_______________________________ 187
McCloskey, Michael, executive  direc tor, Sierra  Club--------------------  165
Miller, Warren P., gra duate  stu de nt  in the  Depar tment  of Resource

Plan ning and Conservation, School of Na tural Resources, Univers ity 
of Michigan_______________________________________________  257

Nolan, Mel, gradua te stu dent,  School of Publ ic Hea lth,  University of
Michigan_________________________________________________  247

Pankowski , Ted, conservation  associate , Izaak Walton League of
America____________________________________________________  155

Pomeroy, Kenneth  B., chief forester, American Forestry Associa tion . 51
(in)



IV

Sta tem ent  of—Continued P w
Poole, Daniel A., pres iden t, Wildlife Management In st itut e_______  214
Prad erva nd, Pierre , Cente r for Popu lation Planning, Univers ity of

Michigan_________________________________________________  240
Purdom, Dr. P. W., president-elect , American Public He alth Associa

tio n______________________________________________________  41
Reuss,  Hon. Henry  S., a Rep resentativ e in Congress f rom the  S tate  of 

Wisconsin, and chairman, Conservation and Na tural Resources 
Subcomm ittee_____________________________________________ 1, 237

Scott, Douglas W., cochairman, Enviro nmenta l Action for Survival,
University of M ichigan, Ann Arbor, Mic h_____________________  288

Shaine,  Benjam in A., Ann Arbor, Mich., represen ting the  League of
Conse rvation Voters of Friends of the Ea rth , In c______________  306

Smith, Anthony Wayne , pres iden t and general counsel, National
Parks Association__________________________________________  44

Smith, Dr. Spencer M., Jr ., secre tary,  Citizens Committee on Natural
Resou rces_________________________________________________  99

Spangler, Dr. Miller B., d irector, Center for Techno-Economic Studies,
Nat ional Plan ning  A ssociation_______________________________  3

Spensley, James W., presiden t, EN VIRO NM EN T, Washington, D.C_ 274 
Waldie, Hon. Jerom e R., a Rep rese ntat ive in Congress from the Sta te

of Cali fornia______________________________________________  29
Willard, Dr. Beatrice E., vice president, Thorne Ecological Fou nda

tio n----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 207
Zvenko, Dina, Women’s Liberation, Ann Arbor, Mi ch____________ 245

Letter s, stateme nts,  etc., sub mi tted for the  record by—
Brower, David,  pres iden t, Friends of the  Ea rth : Article enti tled

“Election  Role Plan ned  for 1970”____________________________  186
George, Dr. John L., president , Rache l Carson Trus t for the  Living 

Environm ent, associate professor  of wildlife m anagement,  School of 
Forest Resources, Pennsylvan ia Sta te Univers ity:  Statem en t____  124

Grabarck , R. Doyle, College Park, Md., representing the North
American Ha bi ta t Preservat ion  Society:  Sta tem en t_____________  280

Howe, Sydney, president,  Conserva tion Founda tion :
Article from Open Space Action magazine, September-October

1969, by William J. Duddleson, ent itle d “C onse rvat ion Com
missions on the Move” __________________________________ 137

Sta tem ent  w ith at tach men ts_______________________________  131
Kenyon, David B., represe nting the  Committe e for Ecological Re

sponsib ility, Wash ington, D.C.: State men t____________________  285
Kimball, Thomas L., execut ive direc tor, National Wildlife Fede ration: 

Excerpts from the  Ha rris  and  Gallup  surveys conducted for the 
National Wildlife Federat ion ________________________________  19

Kncese, Dr. Allen V., director , Quali ty of the Environm ent  Program, 
Resources for the  Futur e, Inc. :

Introduct ion  and  text  of S. 3181—The Regional Water Quali ty
Act of 1970, by Sen ator Prox mire _________________________ 197

State men t________________   190
Pankowski , Ted, conserva tion  associa te, Izaak Walton League of

America:  Sta tem ent w ith  a tta ch men ts________________________  157
Pomeroy, Kenne th B., chief fores ter, American Fo res try  Association:  

American For est ry Assoc iation’s 27 key aims and  objectives  as
prin ted in the J an ua ry  1970 issue of American For est  magazine. 54 

Le tter to Congressman Guy Vander Jag t, dated Febru ary  5, 1970. 93
Reuss,  Hon. Hen ry S., a Represen tati ve in Congress from the  State 

of Wisconsin, and  cha irman,  Conservat ion and Na tural Resources 
Subcommittee: Le tte r to Russell  E. Tra in, Chai rman, Council 
on Environmen tal Quality, Depar tment  of the Int erior,  dated 
Marc h 17, 1970___________________ ________________________  17

Scott, Douglas W., cochairman , Enviro nmental Action for Survival, 
Univers ity of Mich igan, Ann Arbor, Mich.:  State me nt with  at 
tach ments   _______________________________________________ 295

Sims, Phillip M., School of Law, Univer sity  of Sa nta  Clara,  San ta
Clara , Calif.: Statem en t____________________________________  272



V

Letters,  statements, etc., submitted for the record by—Continued
Smith, Anthony Wayne, president and general counsel, National

Parks Association:
Financial feasibility of the  six reservoir projects recommended to 

the Senate Public Works Committee on September 17, 1969, 
by Ellery R. Fosdick, consulting engineer, Citizens Permanent 
Conference on the  Potomac River Basin, Washington, D.C., Page 
December 1969______________________________________  64

Study by Ellery R. Fosdick, consulting engineer, Nationa l Parks 
Association, entitled “The Potomac River Estuary as a Sup
plemental Source of Municipal Water for the  Washington 
Metropolitan Region”________________________________  67

Smith, Dr. Spencer M., Jr.,  secretary, Citizens Committee on Na tural 
Resources:

Article from Sports Illustra ted, January 30, 1970, by Lord
Ritchie-Calder, entit led “Mortgaging the Old Homestead”___ 104

Article from the Commercial Appeal, Memphis, Tenn., Janu
ary 29, 1970, by Jerome Obermark, ent itled “Engineers’ Leader 
Decries Pol lution Hysteria” ____________________________  103

Statement____________________________________________  111
Spangler, Dr. Miller B., director, Center for Techno-Economic Studies,

National Planning Association: Statement____________________ 6
Waldie, Hon. Jerome R., a Representative in Congress from the State

of California: Sundry newspaper ar ticles_____________________  36
Willard, Dr. Beatrice E., vice president, Thorne Ecological Founda

tion: Statement_________________________________________  210

APPENDIXES
Appendix 1.—The National  Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (Public Law 

91-190, January  1, 1970)______________________________________  327
Appendix 2.—Text of H.R. 16436________________________________  332
Appendix 3.—House Bill No. 3055 (Michigan House of Representa tives). 337 
Appendix 4.—“Progress Means Pollution: An Idea Whose Time Has

Come—and Gone,” by Frank  M. Potter, Jr., executive director, Environ
mental Clearinghouse, Inc., Washington, D.C_____________________ 342

Appendix 5.—Communications for the  record_______________________  357

7





THE ENV IRONMENT AL DECADE 

(Ac tion  Proposals  for  th e I970 's)

M ONDAY, F E B R U A R Y  2,  19 70

H ouse of Representatives,
Conservation and Natural Resources Subcommittee

of th e Committee  on Government Operations,
W ashington, D.G.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 2154, Rayburn House 
Office Building , Hon. Hen ry S. Reuss (chairman of the subcom
mittee) presiding.

Present : Representatives Henry S. Reuss, J im Wright,  Floyd  V. 
Hicks, Guy Vander Ja gt , and Gilbert Gude.

Staff members present: Phineas Ind ritz , chief counsel; Josephine 
Scheiber, research analys t; and J . P . Carlson, minority counsel, House 
Committee on Government Operations.

Mr. Reuss. Good morning.
The House Conservation and Natu ral Resources Subcommittee will 

be in order for hearing this  week on action proposals for the 1970 
environmental decade.

During the decade of the  1960's the Congress of the United States 
enacted many far-reaching environmental qual ity measures—the Clean 
Air  Act, the W ater Qual ity Act. the Clean W ater Restorat ion Act, the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, the Outdoor Recreation Act, 
the Water  Resources Pla nning Act, the Solid Waste Disposal Act, the 
National Water Commission Act, the Estuarine Study  Act, the Na
tional Environmental Policy Act, and other important legislation— 
because we saw the continuing degradation  of our waters, our air,  and 
our land, and the need for remedial legislation.

Last  month, over 80 Members of the House of  Representatives, from 
both political parties, including all the members of th is subcommittee, 
joined in “A Call for the Environmental Decade.” In  our statement  
of December 16,1969, we focused on a number of problems which must 
be resolved if we are to cure our environmental  ills during the next 10 
years. These issues include:

Adequate funding for  waste treatment plants , separation of 
storm and sani tary sewers, et cetera.

Development of desalinization and recycling and the prevention 
of waste by evaporation  and other causes, if we are to have enough 
usable water.

Elimination  of sources of pollution.
Preservation of our wetlands  and estuaries.
Development of pollution-free automotive engines, as alterna

tives to our present environment-poisoning interna l combustion
(l)
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engine, as well as of forms of mass transportation which do not 
pollute the atmosphere.

Standards for indust rial and powerplants, to eliminate pollu- 
tional  discharges  of sulfur oxides, hydrocarbons, and particulate  
matter .

Elimination of agricu ltural  soil erosion and of siltation from 
highway construction and suburban development.

Control of chemical pollut ion from the use of fertilizers, herbi
cides, and persistent pesticides.

Standards for regional and national  planning, including con
struction of new towns and provision for adequate open space 
adjacent to densely populated areas.

Expansion of our programs for parks, playgrounds, wilderness 
areas, wild rivers and seashores, and fish and wildlife areas.

Str ict controls for solid waste disposal, and elimination of 
litter ing.

Preservation of our wildlife  habita t and of our marine re
sources.

Provision  for better management of our mineral and forest 
resources.

Our statement noted that  “All of these environmental resources 
must, be preserved not only for themselves, but for the life, liberty, and 
happiness of our people. Environment for people.”

In his first state of the Union address, delivered to a joint session 
of the Congress on Janu ary  22, President Nixon emphasized the need 
to “make our peace with natu re and begin to make reparat ions for 
the damage we have done to our air, our land, and our water.”

“The program I  shall propose to Congress,” the President said, “will 
be the most comprehensive and costly program in this  field ever in 
the N ation’s history. * * * I shall propose to this Congress a $10 bil
lion Nationwide clean waters p rogram to put modern municipal waste 
treatment plants in every place in America where they are needed to 
make our waters clean again, and to do it now.”

We are pleased that  Pres iden t Nixon appears to have placed the 
Office of the President firmly behind increased efforts to protect and 
enhance the quality of our environment.

But expressions of concern, while wholly commendable, must be 
supported by substantia l action programs to accomplish the tasks 
necessary to protect the environment.

I know th at all of us in this room join in the hope tha t the Pres ident 
will soon submit to the Congress bold and specific environmental 
program recommendations, and will provide for their  speedy imple
mentation. One good step toward such implementation was the Ad
ministrat ion’s announcement last week approving the release of the 
$800 million appropria ted by the Congress last year, and signed into 
law by the President on December 11, for waste treatment plant 
construction grants.

The Conservation and Natural Resources Subcommittee this week 
turns  its attention to action programs which must be developed to re
store the qual ity of our environment dur ing the decade of the  1970's— 
what must be done now to stop and reverse the tide of environmental 
degradation which is rapidly engulfing our Nation.
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We shall be hearing from representatives of conservation groups, 
architectural  and planning  groups, public health  groups, and the 
labor movement. Their testimony and recommendations will help us to 
explore existing and imminent environmental problems; to discover 
what must be done to solve them; to examine the elfectivness and 
efficiency of existing Government policies and programs; and to de
velop proposals for new programs where needed.

Among the questions we shall endeavor to answer this week ar e:
1. Wha t must government do to strengthen or redirec t its existing 

programs fo r environmental protection and improvement?
2. Which programs should be expanded, curtailed, or eliminated? 

How? Why?
3. How can programs at all levels of government  be better co

ordinated to achieve maximum economy, efficiency, and effectiveness ?
4. Wha t would lie the cost of new programs to  pro tect and enhance 

the quality  of the environment? Who should administer such 
programs?

5. How can we encourage more public part icipation in the con
sidera tion of proposals tha t affect the environment  ?

6. How can we make public agencies and officials more responsive 
to environtmental concerns in the administration of environmental  
programs ?

7. Can the public effectively protect ou r air and water th rough  class 
action litigation  ?

8. How should the Fede ral grant programs be strengthened to help 
protect and improve environmental values?

By the end of the week, we hope we shall have pinpointed more 
clearly the environmental problems toward  which all of us—in gov
ernment at all levels, in private  agencies, and as individuals—must 
turn our energies if we are once again to have clean waters, clear skies, 
and a habi table earth in this  country tha t we love.

I will first ask Dr. Mille r B. Spangler, director of the Center for 
Techno-Economic Studies, National Plan ning  Association, and 
Thomas L. Kimball, executive direc tor of the National Wildlife F ed
eration, to step forward  to the witness table.

Both of you gentlemen, on behalf of your organizations or individ
ually, have submitted very comprehensive statements  which will be 
received in full into the  record.

We would now like to  ask  you to proceed in your own way to assist 
this subcommittee in de termining what action p rograms are going to  
be necessary in the years ahead.

Dr. Spangler.

STATEMENT OF DR. MILLE R B. SPANGLER. DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR 

TECHNO-ECONOMIC STUDIES. NATIONAL P LANNING  ASSOCIATION

Dr. Spaxgler. Despite growing affluency in our society, we suffer 
increasingly from water, air, and land pollution, noise pollution and 
esthetic pollution. These trends must and can be reversed. In the  plan
ning of action programs to halt environmental degradation and to re
store natural resources to a purer  or better managed state, planning 
efforts must be concentrated on the most controversial parts  of the 
problem. One such issue is whether our society will be wi lling to bear
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the high  costs of curbing pollution ancl enhancing environmental qual
ity. It  is fel t tha t our society is, in fact, coming to the conclusion tha t 
it can afford to spend whatever sums will prove necessary in haltin g 
the degradation of our natural resources plus substantial additional 
funds for re storation and enhancement of environmental quality.

For example, in going from a workweek averaging 70 hours in 1850 
to a 40-hour workweek today, Americans have already demonstrated 
a willingness to sacrifice hundreds of billions of dollars in personal 
annual income to improve the quality  of  living. Yet today, the enjoy
ment of leisure has been seriously impaired by the degradation of en
vironmental quality and the limitations this imposes on recreational 
opportunities. Thus, I am convinced th at our society will, in the not- 
too-distant futur e, grow in its willingness to sacrifice even $10 bil
lion or more per  year in personal disposable personal income—if this 
price proves necessary—in order to gain the advantages of improved 
environmental quality.

However, to accomplish this will require tha t other progam plan 
ning difficulties be solved in an effective and judicious manner, espe
cially the distribution of program costs. In  the case of air  pollution 
caused by automobiles, it is expected that the ir owners will bear the 
cost of technologies to reduce this pollution. As fo r industrial air and 
water pollution, it is anticipated tha t much of the cost of pollution 
abatement measures will be passed along to consumers. In some in
stances, the market structure  will not permit elevation of prices to 
cover increased costs, and the profit squeeze may force certain plants— 
particular ly older ones—to close down. The threatened loss of jobs and 
dislocations to local economies may require some form of tax relief 
measure to bear part of the cost of pollut ion abatement measures.

In the case of improved sewage treatment and solid waste disposal 
systems, it is desirable tha t local governments be required to bear a 
major  fraction of the costs. However, some cost-sharing by S tate and 
Federal Governments would be constructive in encouraging the neces
sary regional cooperation among the  multiplicity of divided political 
jurisdictions , particular ly wherein the localities bearing costs are  not 
the exclusive—or even principal—beneficiaries of the pol lution abate
ment measures.

Indeed, a great deal of cooperation will be required involving indi
viduals, business concerns, and local, Sta te, and Federal governments 
to solve pollution problems. The automotive indust ry is developing 
cleaner burn ing internal  combustion engines. In large metropolitan 
areas where buses, taxis, and commercial trucks operate primarily 
within urban limits, it may be desirable to require these to shift to 
electrical or steam-driven engines which produce l ittle  or no a ir pol
lution. More emphasis is needed on improved mass tran sit systems to 
encourage fewer persons to drive automobiles to work.

Also, in controlling  water pollution , a variety of measures are 
needed: The banning of phosphates in  detergents and the use of DDT 
or other agriculture chemicals which do not readily decompose; the 
instal lation  of secondary and ter tiary sewage treatm ent plan ts; the 
separation of storm sewers from municipal sewage-gathering systems; 
the extension of  sewage effluent pipes to a g reater distance from shore 
in the  G reat Lakes o r marine coastal areas, and the curb ing of  indus
tria l forms of pollution tha t are especially injurious  to marine life.



In  solid waste disposal, more emphasis is needed on technologies which 
improve the economics of recycling waste materials for reuse. Legis
lation or the  imposition of taxes could be useful tools in discouraging 
the use of objectionable packaging  materials which are costly to dis
pose of. The disposal of solid wastes in the ocean, if carefully con
trolled , could provide an appropriate solution. (About 50 percent of 
the U.S. population lives within  the coastal counties.)

In general, the prior ities of action programs to control different 
forms of pollution and to enhance environmental quali ty should be 
determined by cost-benefit analyses. In some cases, the injury to so
ciety is a lready so great  and so obvious tha t such studies may not be 
required or can be of a cursory nature. In  more complex cases involv
ing substantial uncer tainty  whether benefits will exceed costs—and 
part icula rly those where the benefits are regionally dispersed—one can 
expect sluggish pol itical processes to delay action programs. In these 
instances, Federal measures, including feasibili ty studies and other 
research, can be especially helpful in determin ing the need for, and 
priorit ies to be accorded to, alternat ive action programs.

Measures to prevent pollution  and environmental degradation are 
often less expensive than res toration  measures. This  was especially evi
dent in a recent study we performed for the Marine Sciences Council 
on “The Role of Marine Sciences in the Multiple ITses of the Coastal 
Zone of Lake Erie  and Lake Superior.” A conclusion o f th is study is 
tha t Lake Erie  is fa r from being a dead lake and it is possible through 
pollution control and restoration measures to greatly enhance the rec
reational  and other coastal zone uses of the lake, but at very great 
expense.

A mat ter of controversy is whether the state of the ar t of technology 
is adequate to proceed with pollution control and res toration  measures 
without fur ther  delay. In most cases, technologies are sufficiently de
veloped to control pollution and thus there  is little  excuse fo r delaying 
action programs. Moreover, the early implementation of programs 
and the enforcement of antipollution legislation already on the books 
will serve as desirable stimulants  for priva te enterp rise to accelerate 
R. & D. to improve the cost-effectiveness of pollution abatement 
technologies.

This is not to say tha t all need is past for federally sponsored 
R. & I), in pollution and restoration measures. Continuing research is 
needed to ascertain the adverse effects of different kinds of pollutants 
on man, marine life, and other forms of wildlife which are bound 
together in complex ecologies. In the case of thermal  pollution re
sulting from the effluent cooling waters of  nuclear and thermoelectric 
powerplants,  research is needed which would indicate how the ap
prop riate  location of these plan ts might actually benefit swimming, 
fishing, and aquaculture by elevating temperatures of cold coastal 
waters.

One of the important ta sks for R. & D. is to reduce the present high 
cost of pollution control measures, be they air, water, or land pollu
tion measures. For  example, it is estimated tha t the cost of solving 
the water pollution problem of Lake Erie is around $4.5 billion. While 
progress should not be delayed while seeking lower cost technologies, 
nevertheless, expenditures on pollution monitoring and pollution 
abatement technologies are likely to be ongoing expenses of society 
for all future time. Accordingly, it is necessary to proceed with pro-
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grains of Federa l support for R. & D. to improve these technologies. 
Local and State governments general ly neglect this kind of R. & D. 
and private en terprise  has often not proceeded with R. & D. because of 
market  uncertainties.

Some suggested areas for federally  sponsored R. & D. in pollution 
control and in enhancing environmental quality  would include:

1. Improved techniques for contro lling beach erosion.
2. The development of artificia l reefs  or habita ts which would serve 

as protected breeding grounds and nurseries for marine life, especially 
in places where landfills of coastal marshlands or estuaries have al
ready destroyed the breeding grounds of wildlife.

3. Aquaculture and genetic research which would develop improved 
strain s of harvestable marine life which could better withstand the 
environmental conditions found in various  lakes and estuaries.

4. Methods of predicting the likely impact on increased yields of 
marine life in complex ecosystems resul ting from pollution control 
measures and advances in aquaculture.

5. Better techniques of evaluating the social and economic benefits 
of pollution control and restoration measures.

6. Bette r geological and geophysical knowledge of subbottom s trata 
in the vicinity of offshore oil developments, plus other technological in
formation which would reduce the risk  of  accidental oil seeps.

7. Development of  cost-effective technologies for minimizing dam
age to marine life and wildlife, beaches, and personal prope rty from accidental oil spills.

8. Research on pollution problems of Arctic Alaska, including: The 
adverse effects of impregnation of soils with industrial and urban 
wastes: the capacity of Arctic waters to absorb and decompose wastes: 
and ecological damage by ground transporta tion.

9. Research and development of technologies of utiliz ing marine re
sources so as to conserve dwindling land resources.

It  is essential that a stra tegy of federally sponsored R. & D. be de- 
evloped within an interdisciplinary framework. In this regard, the 
methods of “technology assessment” are particularly desirable, inas
much as these involve a systematic effort to foresee both the socially 
beneficial and poten tially  harmful impacts of various technological 
developments and seek to identify strategies for a ttain ing more socially 
optimal results. Such an analyt ical approach will prove invaluable in 
making public agencies, officials, and taxpaying citizens more respon
sive to environmental concerns and the acceptance of essential action programs.

(Dr. Spang ler’s prepared statement fo llows :)
P repared Statement of D r. Miller R. Spangler,1 D irector. Center for Teciino - 

Economic Studies , N ational  P lanning Association

Some Key I ssues in  th e Planning of Action P rograms for th e Conservation 
of Natural Resources and th e E nhancem ent  of Environmental Quality

th e challenge of growing problems of pollution and environmental 
degradation

The growth in population  and the  expansion of economic activity  in the  United States made possible by advances in science and  technology have  been a mixed blessing  inso far as the  quality of many of our  most valuable  na tura l resources
/The opinions expressed in thi s commentary are  those  of its  a uth or and n ot the  Nation al Plan ning  Association. A number of the conclusions are  derived from insight s gained in previous and current work of the  NPA Center for  Techno-Economic Studies inc luding :



have suffered degradation. This includes our wate r and coastal zone resources, 
fishery and wildlife resources, forestry  and soil resources, and the a ir we breathe. 
We suffer increasingly from wate r pollution, air  pollution, land pollution, noise 
pollution, and esthetic pollution. These t rends must and can be reversed.

Yet, the halting of abuse to our natura l resources does not signify a halting of 
their  «se. Quite to the contrary. For  example, were air, water, and other forms 
of pollution halted in our  coastal zone, th is could be a significant boon to recrea
tional pursu its and related economic activities. The curtai lment of objectionable 
landfills which destroy the marsh lands  tha t serve as breeding grounds for fish 
and other  wildlife could improve commercial fishing and aquacu lture as well as 
recreational pursuits. Likewise, the use of advanced methods of forestry and soil 
management practices can expand and prolong the use of these resources.

In the planning of action programs to halt environmental degradation and to 
restore natura l resources to a purer or better-managed state, one must concen
tra te planning effort on the most controvers ial par ts of the problem:

(1) How much can we afford to spend?
(2) How should the costs of these programs be distributed as between 

business firms, consumers, and local, State, and Federal governments?
(3) What specific action programs are required and how should respon

sibilities for these be shared between different levels of government and the 
private sector?

(4) What prioritie s and time phasing should be assigned to action pro
grams ?

(5) How ready is the technology to achieve environmental quality objec
tives and what fur ther research is desirable?

The outlook for  willingness to bear essential costs 
With regard to the f irst  of these points of controversy, it is felt that  our so

ciety will ultimately come to the conclusion tha t it can afford to spend whatever 
sums will prove necessary in halt ing the degradation of our natura l resources 
plus subs tantial additiona l funds for restora tion and enhancement of environ
mental quality.

The National Planning Association has projected the U.S. gross national 
product to grow from $989 billion in 1970, to $1,466 billion in 19S0 at  constant 
1970 prices—or an average annual increase of $48 billion.2 It  appears tha t only 
a modest fraction of this annual increment will be required to meet our objec
tives for conserving our resources and enhancing our environment, which are so 
important to the quality of living in America. While th is will mean a significant 
reduction in the growth of real personal disposable income, Americans have 
made even greate r sacrifices in income in order to improve the quality of living. 
I refer to the reduction in the workweek from an average of 70 hours in 1850 
to less than 40 hours per week today. It  seems clear t hat our society has elected 
to trade  off several hundred billion dollars per year in personal income in order 
to work fewer hours and increase the quality of living through expanded leisure 
time. Yet today, the enjoyment of leisure has been seriously impaired by the 
degradation of environmental quality  and the limitations on recreationa l oppor
tunities. These unfor tunate  developments are now becoming of greater concern 
to the quality  of living than fur the r growth in the amount of leisure time, or 
even growth in personal income.

Thus, I am convinced that our society will, in the not-too-distant future, grow 
in its willingness to sacrifice $10 billion or more per year in disposable personal 
income—if this price proves necessary—in order to gain the advantages of im
proved environmental quality.
Distributing program costs

However, to accomplish th is will require tha t other program planning difficul
ties be solved in an effective and judicious manner. On the m atte r of di stributing 
program costs, it is envisioned that  a mixed strategy will work best. Since the
A Preliminary  Review of Alt ern ati ve  Federal Measures of Encouraging Priv ate  Invest
men t Enterpr ise in Marine Resource Development (Commerce Clearinghouse  Publication 
No. PB-178-203,  May 1968, 140 pp.)  ; The Role of Marine Sciences in the  M ultip le Uses o f 
the Coastal Zone of Lake Erie and Lake Superior (Commerce Clearinghouse Publ ication 
No. PB-185 -163 , Jun e 1969, 302 pp.)  ; Techno-Economic Aspects of Marine Resource 
Developments (under con trac t to the  National  Science Foundatio n, to be published, 
1970) ; and Long Range Forecasts of Ac tiv itie s in the  Marine Env iron ment with Imp li
cations  for  Planning Coast Guard Search  and Rescue Operations (in preparat ion ). See 
also, Miller B. Spangler, A Commentary on Planning Problems and Issues in Water Re
sources Management, a stat ement  prepared for  the Natio nal Conference on Water Needs 
and Problem s of the  United  States, sponsored by the  National Wate r Commission, Wash
ington, D.C., Nov. 6—7. 1969.

2 NPA Center for Economic Pro ject ions , National Economic Projec tion Series Report 
No. 69—N—l  (to be published March 1970 ).
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major ity  of ai r pollu tion is caused by automobiles, it is expected that  the owners  
of these vehicles will bea r the prim ary cost burden of technologies  to  reduce  pol
lution. In the  case of indust ria l ai r and wa ter pollution , it is ant icip ated th at  
much of the cost of pollu tion abatement measures will be passed along to con
sumers in the form of higher prices of produc ts or services. In those insta nces 
where  this pa tte rn  of marke t competit ion will  not  permit  prices to be raised  to 
cover the  incre ased  costs, the profit squeeze may force some plants—particu lar ly 
older ones—to close down. The threate ned  loss of jobs and  dis locations to local  or 
regional economies may require some form of subsidy or tax  relief mea sure  to 
assis t these  plants  to bea r the cost of p ollut ion aba tement measures .

In the case of improved urban sewage tre atm en t and  solid waste disposal 
systems , it would seem prefe rable  that  local governments and, hence, local tax
payers be requ ired to bear a sub stantial fra ction  of the costs. However, some 
cost-sharing by Sta te and  Federal  governments  in implem enting  such measures  
would seem desi rable in cases where the ir cost is unduly grea t and  the  benefits 
of pollution aba tement are shared over a wider region, especia lly by downstream 
communities. Feder al funds , in par ticula r, can  provide a valuable means of ac
cele rating progress in pollution abateme nt .by encouraging the  necessa ry regional 
cooperation among the multiplici ty of divided poli tica l jurisdictions.
The need to develop specific action programs

With regard to specific action programs, a gre at deal of cooperation will be 
required involving indiv iduals, business concerns, and local, State, and  Fed era l 
governments. While the  autom otive indust ry can develop automobiles, trucks, 
and buses that  produce less ai r pollution , thei r growing numbers may offset the 
adve nt of c leaner-burning  inte rnal-combustion engines. In  some very large m etro
politan areas where  buses, taxi s, and commercial trucks  opera te prim arily within  
urban limits, it may be desirable  to requ ire these to shi ft to elec trica l or steam-  
driven engines which produce litt le or no ai r pollution. Also, improved mass  
tra ns it systems would encourage fewer  persons to drive  automobiles to work.

In the  case of wa ter  pollution, a wide varie ty of measures are  needed in
clud ing: The bann ing of phosphates in detergents  and  the use of DDT or other 
pestic ides or herbic ides which do not readily  decompose; t he instal lat ion  of sec
onda ry and  te rti ary sewage trea tment  p la nts ; the  sep ara tion  of storm  sewers 
from municipal sewage-gathering sys tem s; the extension of sewage effluent pipes 
to a  gre ate r distance  f rom shore in the case of the Great Lakes  or marine coas tal 
area s; and  the curb ing of ind ust ria l forms of pollution th at  are  especial ly in
jur iou s to different fo rms of marine life.

Solid waste disposal problems will be eased  by technologies which will make 
it economically advantageous to recycle the use of was te material s. It  may also 
be desirable  to legislate aga inst the use of object ionable packaging mater ials 
such as non retu rnable  bottles  which are  costly to dispose of. In  coastal locations 
the  disposal of solid was tes in the ocean, if carefu lly controlled, may provide an 
app rop ria te so lution to this  problem.

It  mus t be emphas ized th at  the full benefits to society will not be fel t in the 
case of water  pollution abatement measures unless add itional  programs are  
mounted which will restore  or enhance the  environment. This  is necessary to 
promote recr eationa l uses and to fac ilit ate  the  growth of desirable mar ine life 
or other wildl ife in the coas tal zone. The development of art ific ial island s through 
carefu lly contro lled landfi lls in cer tain areas could be a boon in this regard  as 
well as the  res toration of sands to cer tain beaches and the implementation  of 
technologies to contro l beach erosion.
Establish ing prio rities fo r action programs

In general, the  priori ties and time-phasing of action  programs to control  dif 
fer ent forms of pollution and to enhance environmental quality  should be de
term ined  by cost-benefit analyses. In some cases, the inju ry to society is alread y 
so gre at and  so obvious that  such stud ies may not be required or can be of a 
cursory nature . In  more complex cases involving various kinds of unc erta inties 
over benefits relative  to costs—and pa rticu lar ly those  where  the  benefits are 
regionally dispe rsed—one can  expect ra th er  sluggish politica l processes  to 
delay action programs . In  these  instances, Federal  m easures including feasib ility  
stud ies and  oth er research can be especially  helpfu l in determining the  need 
for, and  priori ties  to be accorded to, alt erna tiv e action  programs. In the  case 
of the Great Lakes and  other intern ational bodies of water, the  Fed era l role 
will be especially important in developing appro priate  action programs in co
ordinatio n with  foreign governments, as well as local and Sta te governments .

1
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It  should be noted th at  measures to prevent pollution and environmental  
deg radation are  often less expensive than res toratio n measures. This  was espe
cially evident in a recent study performed for the National  Council on Mariiie 
Resources and Engineering Development by the NPA Center  for  Techno-Economic 
Stud ies on “The Role of Marine Sciences in the Multip le Uses of the Coasta l Zone 
on Lake Erie and Lake Superior."’ A conclusion of this  study is tha t Lake Eri e 
is fa r from being a dead  lake and  it is possible  through pollution contro l and 
res toration measures  to gre atly enhance the recreation al and other coas tal zone 
uses of this lake, but at  very  grea t expense.
The adequacy o f technology and the need for ad ditional research and development

Another ma tte r of cons idera ble controversy is the availabi lity  and  adequacy 
of cu rre nt state-of -the -art technology to proceed with  pollution-control and res
toration measures without fu rthe r delay. In most cases, technologies are  a lrea dy 
ava ilab le which will serve  to ar re st  pollution  a nd thus  no excuse is p resented fo r 
delaying action  programs. Moreover, the  ear ly implemen tation of action  pro
gram s and  enforcement of ant ipollut ion legis lation alread y on the books will 
serve as a desirable stim ulus for  private enterprise  to accelerate  research  and 
development to improve the  cost-effectiveness of po llution  a batement  technologies 
including pol lution monito ring  devices.

However, this  i s not to say th at  all  need is past for federa lly sponsored  R. & D. 
in pollution and res tora tion  measures. Continuing research  is needed to ascertain 
the  adve rse effects of diffe ren t kinds  of pol luta nts  on man,  marine  life, and other 
form s of wildlife  which are bound toge ther  in complex ecologies. In  the case of 
the rmal pollution resulting fro m the effluent cooling w’aters of nuc lear an d the rmo
elect ric imwerplants using  fossil fuels, more research  is needed which may ind i
cate  how the appro priate  location of these  plants  might benefit swimming, fish
ing, and  aqu acu lture by elevat ing  tem peratures of cold coa stal  water s.

One of the important tas ks  for R. & D. is to reduce  the presen t high cost of 
pollu tion-control  measures—be they air, water, or land pollu tion measures. For  
example , it is estimated th at  the  cost of solving the wa ter  pollution problem of 
Lake  Erie is around $4.5 billion. While progress should  not be delayed  while 
seeking  lower cost technologies, never theless expenditures on pollu tion mon itor
ing and  pollution aba tem ent  technologies are likely to be ongoing expenses of 
society  fo r a ll fut ure  time. Accordingly , it is desi rable to proceed with  sound pro
gram s of Federa l supp ort for  R. & D. to make these  technologies more cost effec
tive  including advances  in technologies involving envi ronm enta l restora tion  or 
enhancement programs. Local and  Sta te governments general ly neglect this kind 
of R. & D., an d privat e ent erp rise has not often  proceeded with  c ert ain  e ssen tial 
kinds  of R. & D. because  of m ark et unce rtainties.

Some suggested are as  for  federa lly sponsored R. & D. in pollution control  and 
in enhancing  environmenta l qua lity  would include  :

(1) Improved techniques for  contro lling  beach erosion  a nd  the removal  of 
obstructions which pre ven t na tur e from replenish ing beach sand s under the 
tra nspo rt of li tto ral cur ren ts.

(2) Better  methods of reducing pollution effects o f landfill opera tions  and 
to establish  principle s for the  offshore location of arti ficial islan ds which 
would not impair the quali ty of coastal  beaches and  the  breeding grounds 
for mar ine and other wildlife .

(3) The development of arti ficial reef s or habit ats  which would serve as 
protected breeding ground s and nurser ies for  marine  life in places where 
landfill s of  coasta l m arshla nds or es tua ries have alread y destroyed the breed
ing grounds of wildlife.

(4) Aquacul ture and  genetic researc h which would develop improved 
str ains  of harves table ma rin e life which could be tte r withstand  the envi ron
men tal conditions found in  various lakes a nd estuaries .

(5) Methods of assess ing or pred icting the likely impact on increased 
yields  of marine life in complex ecosystems due to implementation  of pollu
tion-control measures  an d advances in aq uacultu re.

(6) Be tter techniques of eva luat ing the social and economic benefits o f a ir, 
water, and land pollu tion-control  measures and  res toration measures.

(7) Measures to improve the  circ ulat ion of wa ter  in lakes  or estu arie s to 
alle via te stag nat ion  or stratif ica tion  of waters such as exis ts in the western 
end of Lake Erie.

(8) Better geological and  geophysical  knowledge of sub-bottom st ra ta  in 
the vicin ity of prospect ive offshore oil and gas developments.
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(9) Improved understand ing of the inadequacies of technologies in oil 
tan ker construction and  opera tions which may lead to oil spills, and the 
same for  technologies of offshore dri lling and production  of gas and  oil.

(10) Development of cost-effective technolog ies for  con tain ing or minimiz
ing the undesir able  effect to m arine  a nd  wildlife , to beaches, and to personal 
prop erty  result ing  from accidental  oil spill s from wha teve r cause.

(11) Researc h on pollution  problems of Arct ic Alaska including: the ad
verse  effects of impregnation of soils with ind ust ria l and urba n was te s; the 
capacity of arc tic  waters  to absorb and decompose was tes; the exten t of 

ecological damage by ground tra nspo rta tio n and  methods for allevia ting  
adve rse eff ects; and  improved metho ds of treatm ent of urban and  in dustr ial  
wastes.

(12) Rese arch  and development of technologies of utiliz ing mar ine re
sources so a s to conserve dwindling lan d resources.

Because of the  complexity of physical, economic, ins titu tion al, socia l aspec ts 
of na tural resource and  environmental problems it  is  es sential  t ha t a strategy of 
fede rally sponsored research  and development be developed with in an interd is
ciplinary  framework. In  thi s rega rd, the  methods of “technology assessment" 
are par ticula rly  desi rable inasmuch as these involve a systematic effort to fore 
see both the  socially beneficial and potenti ally  har mful impacts of var ious tech
nological developments and seek to  id ent ify stra teg ies  fo r attain ing  more socially 
optimal resu lts. Such an ana lyt ica l approac h will prove inva luab le in making 
public agencies, officials, and taxpay ing  citizens more responsive to environ
men tal concerns and  the acceptance of e ssentia l action  programs.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Dr. Spangler.
Mr. Kimball?

STATEMENT OF THOMAS I . KIMBALL, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL WI LD LIF E FEDERATION

Mr. Kimball. I  am Thomas L. Kimball,  executive director of the 
National Wild life Federation, a p riva te g roup which hopes to achieve 
its goals th roug h educational means. We have approximate ly two and 
a half million members and affiliates in 50 States.

Mr. Chairman, may I first compliment you and the more than  85 
Members of the Congress who recently issued a call for designation 
of the 1970’s as the Environmenta l Decade. Your committee’s efforts 
to explore the ways and means to stop and then reverse the trend of 
environmental degradation is most commendable. The National Wild
life Federation  welcomes an oppor tunity to make this contribution  
to your efforts.

The National Wildl ife Federation believes th at the quality  of l ife, 
indeed the  continuation of life, on this planet we call Ea rth , depends 
on man’s stewardship  of the environment—par ticularly those vital 
components essential to life, air, water , and soil.

In  1969, the  National Wildl ife Federation developed the first index 
on environmental quality, which we have called our “National E.Q.” 
With your permission, Mr. Chairman, each member of your com
mittee will be provided with reprint s from the magazine “National 
Wildlife,” which gives the conclusion of our research efforts and the 
judgments rendered as to the presen t s tatus of the Nation’s environ
mental quality.

(Note.—A  significant portion of “The Fi rst  Nationa l Wild life F ed
eration Index of Environmental Qua lity” is color work which could 
not be reproduced in these hearings. The index is in the subcommittee 
files.)
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Our survey and judgments concluded th at conditions revealed by 
the 1969 environmental qual ity index of America were “ poor,” and 
tha t the trend  is gett ing worse. And tha t unless America awakens, 
we and our children will be in deep trouble. America’s land and water
scape is beginning to look very old for a country so young.

The 34th annual meeting of our organization will be held in Chi
cago on March 20-22. The theme of our conference will be “The 
1970’s—The Do or Die Decade.” This is bu t another way of express
ing our belief tha t we must solve our degradation problems in the 
WTO’s or there is a real probab ility that we will never solve them. 
Never before in the histo ry of our Nation have we had a wider variety 
of legislators, policymakers, organizations, and citizens deeply con
cerned about the degradation of our environment, and, more impor
tant ly, willing to do something about it.

This conclusion is not a mere assumption, but is based upon factual 
data from a public opinion survey conducted for our organization by 
the Gallup organization. The details of the survey will be made avail
able for committee study, but  the most important conclusion estab
lished the fact tha t four  out of five Americans are concerned about 
what is happen ing to our environment, and, even more impor tantly , 
three out of four are willing to pay something more in addition  to  al
ready overburdensome taxes for action programs to do something about 
it.

The National Wildlife Federation  also engaged the Harris  organ i
zation to find out how much the average American is willing to pay to 
improve the environmental conditions. A copy of the details of this sur
vey also will be made available for the committee's perusal. A sum
mary of these findings assure that  the majority of the people of the 
United States are willing to pay some o f the additional cost fo r im
proving the quality of the environment. Based on this principle, we 
hope tha t Congress will move ahead in funding those action programs 
designed to eliminate our pas t environmental mistakes and to assure 
tha t others will not be made or continued in the future.

In its news release of Jan uary 16, the committee invited comment 
on a number of questions which must be resolved i f we are to ade
quately protec t and restore our  Nation’s environment.

In  response to the question, “Wha t must the government do to 
strengthen or redirect its existing  programs for environmental pro
tection and improvements?” the following commentary and sugges
tions a re offered for  the committee’s consideration:

In the eyes of most conservationists, governmental interests and ef
fort  in resource and environmental problems is calibrated in terms 
of money appropria ted for action programs. Therefore , in order to 
convince the public the Federal Government is sincere in its expressed 
desire to clean up the environment, the executive and legislative 
branches of the Government must reevaluate the prio rity  of the res
pective programs which account for the  expenditures of the American 
taxpayers’ dollars. The fact tha t we are now spending only one-sixth 
of what we pay on interes t on our national debt on natur al resource 
programs is evidence of the piti ful prio rity  t ha t environmental pro 
grams receive when competing with all of the other national programs.

As a specific case in point , Congress now appropria tes approxi 
mately $124 million annua lly to the Land and Water Conservation

44—315— 70------ 2
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Fund. This figure represents  the total Federal commitment to meet
ing the park and outdoor recreation needs of the  people of the United 
States. To make matters worse, the President impounds a sizable share 
of these appropria ted funds as an anti-inflation measure. Yet the 
U.S. Par k Service now requires $280 million to acquire lands in pres
ently authorized new parks and recreation areas and another $180 
million to eliminate the inholdings in our older parks.

As a consequence of this lack of funding and interes t by the Con
gress, we now have cities being bui lt with in the boundaries of Glacier, 
Yosemite, and Sequoia National Parks , with little  or no zoning re
quirements and the real probability  of urban slums eventually develop
ing within our most scenic national treasures.

The Federal Government’s scenic commitments to acquire wetlands 
in an effort to establish o ur waterfowl population is way behind sched
ule and may never be completed. Ten years ago Congress authorized 
the acquisition of two and a h alf million acres of wetlands. As of to 
day, only one and a quarter  million acres have been acquired. Over 
the years the average annual  purchase of these wetlands  by the F ed
eral Government approached 6,000 acres per year. Last year—this 
gives you some indication of the size of the Government effort—a 
private organization, the Natu re Conservancy, purchased 21,000 acres 
of wetlands.

Our recent public opinion survey shows th at over 97 percent of the 
people are not in agreement with the priorities of public expenditures. 
Individuals who were in disagreement with Federal program prio ri
ties were asked where the funds  should come from, from present pro
grams, in order to increase the money available for environmental 
improvement.

The committee will note tha t defense and space were the primary 
targets of those who believe there should be less emphasis on these 
programs and more on environmental improvement.

Ju st last night, in the February 1 Evening Sta r newspaper, there 
was an article covering the cost of remodeling the aircraft, carrier 
Midway—some $204 million. And this is more money than  the Fed 
eral Government will allow to be actually spent for all of the land ac
quisitions to meet the Nation’s park  and outdoor recreation programs.

In the event tha t Congress, in its wisdom, determines the cost of 
improving the quality of the environment should be added to rather  
than financed from, a reallocation of our present requirements, then 
policymakers should feel the public pulse and determine how much the 
individual is willing to pay in order  to accomplish this goal we all 
seek.

No one likes additional taxes, but most reasonable people not only 
would expect some reallocation of funds from other less popular Fed
eral expenditures, but would also be willing to pay some added taxes 
in order to h alt environmental degradation and meet the Nation’s rec
reation needs.

There have also been some public expressions that reorganization of 
Federa l bureaus would improve efficiency and effectiveness.

Reorganization of Federa l bureaucracies will never clean up 1 cubic 
foot of air nor 1 gal lon of water. However, there is merit in carefully  
scrutin izing the overlapping and duplicated functions of all resource 
management agencies. Eliminating duplic ity and conflicting authority

w
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should  be pu rsu ed  wi th  vigor, in spi te of  com mit tee ju ris dict iona l 
squabbles  an d o ther  specal intere st prob lems.

Maxim um economy cou ld be a chieved if  those  ag encie s dea lin g with  
the environme nt wer e placed  in a burea u where  t he ir  prog rams cou ld 
be coord ina ted  a nd  decisio ns implemented wi th efficiency and  effective
ness.

The F ed eral  W at er  Pol lu tio n Co ntr ol Adm in ist ra tio n has estima ted  
the cost in the ne xt  5 years of  cle aning  up  ou r Nat ion’s w ate r supp ly 
would to ta l between $26 and  $29 bi llion ; $8 bi llion  f or  municipa l trea t-  

<  me nt works, $6.2 bi llion  fo r sa ni ta ry  sewer const ruc tion, $2.6 to $4.6
bil lion fo r in du st ria l was te tre atmen t, $1.8 bil lio n for indu st ria l coo l
ing  eq uipment, an d $5.3 billi on fo r m un icipa l an d i nd us tr ia l op erat ing 
and m ain tenanc e costs.

?\ (N ote.—The Fe de ra l W ater  Po llu tio n Co ntr ol Adm in ist ra tio n was
renamed the  F ed er al  W ater  Q ua lit y Adm in ist ra tio n by sec. 110 o f the  

v '  W ater  Qua lit y Im prov em en t A ct of  1970 ( ac t o f A pr il  3,1970), Pu bl ic
Law 91-224.)

I f  th is est imate  is corre ct,  an d t he  in fla tio nary  spi ra l is ri sing  alm ost  
hourly, the  Pr es id en t's  alloca tion of  $10 bil lion or more may prove to 
be too l itt le  an d too  lat e.

Th e sta gg er ing cos t of  ai r po llu tio n control aba tem ent , of  ste pped  
up soil cons erv ation a ctivit ies , and  im pro ved fo restr y p rac tices,  as  well  
as increased  a nd  i mp roved wi ldl ife  ha bi ta t, are  n ot  inclu ded y et  in th e 
Adm in is trat io n’s comm itm ent  t o envir onme nta l imp rovement .

And  whe n we to ta l the cost of  esthet ic conside rat ion s for high wa y 
con struct ion , scenic an d esth etic  costs of the  pr op er  loca tion  o f rig ht s-  
of-w ay, of a dded  pa rks, na tu ra l a reas, open g ree n spaces, a nd  his toric al  
sites , access t o pu bl ic lan ds  a nd  t o publi c beaches, the cost  o f the high  
qu ali ty  en vir onme nt i s stagg eri ng .

Th e commit tee is well  aware  o f the ever- inc rea sin g mi litancy  o f t he  
public in de man ding  pa rti cipa tio n in fo rm ulat ing poli cy decisions 
affect ing  the q ua lity of  th e env ironm ent . St ud en t ac tiv ist s on ou r c am 
puses hav e made po llu tio n abate me nt th ei r major  ba ttl e cry  fo r the 
com ing y ea rs ; m ore  publi c officials, c ivic an d fr at er na l organiz ati ons, 
and individu als  are ra llyi ng  to the bann er  of  the an tip ol lu tio n war.

The rea l pro ble m in my view will  be to prov ide  a deq uate com mu ni
cat ions and  m ea ning fu l dialo g between t hi s treme ndous publ ic in ter es t 
an d those who are  re spo nsible  fo r p ub lic  pol icy  de terminations.

Th ere  is a real da ng er  th at  policym akers  may take  hasty , ill- con 
ceived act ions in th e face of  ever- mo un tin g public pressures.  Some 

) means  sh ould be p rovide d to  give respon sib le ans wers ba sed  u pon ade-
quate  r esearch to  the  p ub lic  on v ery  complex environme nta l ques tions. 
One  way in which th e Governm ent can  impro ve  th e cred ibili ty  ga p,  
and a t the same tim e save con siderable  money, is to eliminate re 
sea rch  opera tions  in all  Fe de ra l burea us respon sib le fo r ma nageme nt 
pro gra ms .

The publi c is becoming inc rea sin gly  ske ptical  of  ma nageme nt an d 
policy decis ions  based upon research da ta  coll ected by governm ental  
scie ntis ts. F a r too of ten , op erat ing pol icy dir ectives req uir e res earch 
ers to ga th er  sta tis tic s to  su pp or t conclus ions  alr eady  reached. A ft er  
all , it was the Fe de ra l ag ric ul tu ra l scientis ts who  to ld  us th at  D D T 
was safe.  I t  was the Food and Dru g Adm in ist ra tio n scientis ts who 
tol d us th at  Th al id im ide was safe . I t  was the  governm ental  scientis ts
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who told  us cyclamates were safe. It  was the governmental research
ers who told us th at dams and fully controlled streams are the answer 
to most of our water problems and tha t we can solve many of the wa
ter  pollution problems by diluting rather than  cleaning up.

Wha t is needed is an independent research arm  of the  Federal Gov
ernment which does not r eport  to any operating bureau, perhaps only 
to the Congress itself, or  to  the Environmental Quali ty Council, with 
a stat f of eminently qualified scientists, and a directive from Congress 
that the facts collected be entirely objective in  nature , in order tha t 
public confidence may be restored in Federa l research activity and >
ultimate decisions based on the overall public interest rather than 
limited and specific special interests.

The Atomic Energy Commission, for example, has been charged 
by the Congress with promoting the peaceful uses of atomic energy, \
and, at the same time, policing the ir own efforts. How can the public 
expect an atomic scientist who is interested in promoting the peaceful 
use of atomic energy to assure th at radioactive wastes or thermal pol
lution will not degrade the environment, when such a recommendation 
might  make atomic power noncompetitive with other fossil fuels?

We sti ll have major p lann ing authority for our water  development 
programs in construction agencies, such as the Army Corps of En 
gineers and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation.

How can other resource values be given full consideration within 
these single-use oriented organizations  ?

We have a myriad number  of Federa l agencies, commissions, and 
advisory groups dealing with water resources. It  would appear t ha t a 
review of the authority, objectives, and functions of each of these 
groups should be evaluated and the overlapping and contradictory  
authority  and functions eliminated.

Of course, we are counting on the Publ ic Land Law Review Commis
sion to overhaul the hundreds of conflicting land laws which a re now 
on our books. One specific example comes to mind: The repeal of the 
1872 Mining Act is in order, and hard  rock minerals extracted under 
the Mineral Leasing Act. Under the provisions of this outdated 1872 
mining  law, the mineral prospector and developer has prior ity use of 
all of our public lands and prevents the Federa l regulato ry agencies 
from controlling or continu ing to own the surface of mining claims 
to manage for other valid public purposes a fter  the minerals have been 
extracted. <

We are  still  administering the  bulk of our public domain under the ,
terms  of the Taylor  Grazing Act, which is another outdated single-use 1
act. This law was enacted in 1937, in response to the  lack of manage-
ment au thor ity for all th at remains of our public domain. The time has 
long since passed when these valuable public lands can be managed pri
mar ily for the grazing of domestic livestock. They will soon become,, 
if they are not now, the last  remaining  vestige of the American t radi 
tion o f ample space for public outdoor recreat ional possibilities.

Congress must soon act positively to assure th at these public lands 
are returned  to public ownership. Full  funding  of recreation programs 
is required to meet the ever-increasing leisure time in our burgeoning 
population. Future  generations will condemn us if we fail to make 
plans for provid ing some semblance of open green space and recrea
tional facilities to give them just a taste of good life tha t we have- 
known.
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America is the  greatest democracy on ea rth, and unless we can make 
the will of the people work in the strongest  superpower t ha t the his
tory of the world has ever developed, one of the myriad  “isms” will 
eventually swallow us up.

It  is, therefore, essential that  our policymakers in the executive and 
legislative branches of  Government develop a practical  means to keep 
the public well informed on important environmental issues. Thomas 
Jefferson pu t i t rath er neatly  when he said, “I know of no safe deposi
tory  of the ultimate  powers of society but the people themselves; and 
if we think them not enlightened enough to exercise this  authori ty with 
a wholesome discretion, the remedy is no t to take it from them, but tc 
inform the ir discretion.”

I have already suggested an independent research arm of the Gov
ernment to investigate these complex environmental issues and to pre
sent, the ir factfindings to th e people in order to adequatelv inform that  
discretion.

There is lit tle question t ha t in order to accomplish the  kind of en
vironment the American people envision, tremendous financial and 
mater ial sacrifices must be made.

Ever-increasing millions of Americans will ultimately consume a 
horrendous amount o f resources and open space. This  means a higher 
consumption of  food, fiber, and fuel, and undoubtedly a reduction in 
the available space for the pursuit  of a quality natu ral outdoor expe
rience. In  order to minimize the impact upon the quality of life, it is 
essential tha t the public be constantly  and consistently informed as 
to the  long-range p lans and programs of Government and specifically 
how those programs might affect the  individual life of a family.

The cost of  eliminating t he environmental pollution  of and the mis
takes of the  past 150 years is almost incomprehensible. In  fact, I pre 
dict tha t we must allocate as much money into this  effort as we are 
now p utt ing  into our national defense, if  we really intend to accom
plish th e objective.

Once we are caught up, however, and beginning  immediately, we 
can and should adopt a policy of allowing no indus try, individual, 
municipality, or governmental entity to pollute  the environment.

Admit tedly we may not be 100 percent effective in cleaning up our 
past mistakes, but there is really  no excuse for making this planet 
nothing more than  jus t a garbage disposal. I am convinced that Am er
ican technology can solve any  environmental problem, no matter how 
complex, if  we are willing to commit the scientific community and pro
vide the funds for action programs to do the job. A fter all, we were 
able to send a man to the moon and back, to split the atom and to put  
it to a variety of uses, including the possibility of the elimination of 
the human race with the touch of a button. Why not use our tech
nological knowledge to make a better place for  all to  live?

In summary, Mr. Chairman,  the  achievement of a national commit
ment to clean up  environmental pollution and to improve and main
tain  the quality of the liv ing natural environment will require a super
human effort on the part of the individua l American as well as the  
policymakers of our Nation.

It  appears from reading the minds of the American people as ex
pressed in the public press and the other communications media tha t 
there is a national  commitment now to this worthy cause.
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The reevaluation of our national priorities , as expressed in the pres
entation of the Federal budget, is in order:

The expenditure  of funds for natura l resources programs and the 
improvement of the environment must be elevated from the seventh 
subbasement prior ity in the fiscal system.

In  addition, the public must be taken into the confidence of policy
makers and informed as to what the problems are and how much addi
tional funding will be required from the taxpayers in order to complete 
the task.

I am convinced that you will find the necessary public support to do 
an adequate job in both the reallocation of funds in the present budget, 
as well as increased funds for gett ing on with a job tha t is long 
overdue.

Secondly, we need to minimize the amounts of funds expended for 
establishing new bureaus and commissions, which do lit tle more than 
duplicate established organizations within the Government and ex
pend money tha t might otherwise be allocated for programs which 
really clean up air and water o r d irectly relate to the actual improve
ments of environmental conditions.

Third ly, there must be a national policy established, or more im
portantly, stringently enforced, which requires individuals, munici
palities, and indust ry to return renewable resources that  are utilized 
to the mainstream of nature  in the same qual ity as when they were 
used—water to the  stream as clean as it was taken ou t; emissions into 
the air as clean as the intakes; soil use tha t does not contaminate or 
pollute the environment nor increase the possibility of erosion: im
proved forest management with a prio rity for watershed protection: 
proper planning  of our ever-expanding cities and suburbs to provide 
open green space and built-in quali ty of living that  the American 
people are coming to expect from the most enlightened society the 
world has ever produced.

Mr. Chairman, the National Wildlife  Federat ion and its over 2% 
million members have made a commitment to the  improvement of the 
quality of our life, as it relates to the improvement of the natural 
environment. We stand ready and willing, as an educational orga
nization, to keep the American citizens fully informed on research 
and environmental policies and programs that  are designed to main
tain the good li fe for all Americans.

Thank you very much for the opportuni ty of making these com
ments.

Mr. Reuss. Thank  you, Mr. Kimball.
You referred in your testimony to the most helpful  index con

structed by the National Wild life Federation last summer on just 
where we stand r egarding the quality  of our air, land, water, forestry, 
and so on. Th at has already been of great help to this subcommittee. 
It  was mounted on a board before us when we had our environmental 
decade meeting in early December.

I think it is the opinion most of us on this subcommittee tha t it 
would be extremely useful for the newly created President ial Envi ron
mental Quality Council to issue annually such an environmental index. 
Would von agree with that  ?

Mr. Kimball. I certainly agree. Mr. Chairman, that this would be 
of great help in inform ing the people on just where we stand.
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Mr. R euss. Wi th your  permission, this subcommittee would like to 
take your excellent first try  at an index last summer and recommend 
to the Environmenta l Quality  Council tha t it use it as a model for its 
annual indexes.

Mr. Kimball. This  would be fine. A nd would you ask them to de
vote their big  technological guns to refining thi s? This is admittedly a 
very preliminary effort on our pa rt to tell people where we stand. 
But with the grea t amount of research activ ity and information that 
the Government has, and could undoubtedly collect together, I am 
sure they could come up with some yardsticks t ha t could be measured 
from year to year.

For example, we asked the question of how many miles of our Na
tion ’s streams are polluted. We couldn’t get the answer from any 
source. I am sure th at  it can be collected and put togethe r from the 
information tha t the States  have and the Federal Government has, 
but it  just hasn ’t been done.

Then, we need a measurement of how much water is cleaned up from 
year to year. This is really what I would like to know, and I am sure 
the people of America would like to know—just how much progress we 
are making from year to year.

If  we have this, on all of these problems that  rela te to our environ
ment, then we would really know whether we are making any prog
ress or not, rath er tha n our just being suspicious tha t we are con
tinua lly fallin g back.

(Subsequently, Chairm an Reuss wrote to Mr. Russell E. Train, 
Chairman of the Council on Environmental Quality , as fol lows:)

Cong ress of th e U nit ed  Sta tes,
H ous e of R epre sent at ives .

Com mi ttee  on Gove rnment Opera tio ns ,
W as hi ng to n,  D.C ., March,  77. 1970.

Mr . R us sell  E. T ra in ,
Cha irman , Co uncil  o n E nvir onm enta l Qua lit y,
D ep art m en t o f th e In te ri or,  W as hi ng to n,  D.C.

D ear Mr. Tra in  : I w ou ld  lik e to  ca ll your  a tt en ti on  tl ie  en clo sed copy  of  
“ In de x of  E nv iron m en ta l Q ua li ty .” which  w as  p ub lis he d la s t year by th e N at io na l 
W ildl if e Fed er at io n. Yo u m ay  find th is  pu bl ic at io n hel pf ul  in pre pari ng  th e 
E nv iron m en ta l Q ual ity  R eport  which  you r Co uncil  is  re quir ed , under sect ion 
201 of  th e  N at io nal  Environm en ta l Po lic y Act  of  1960 (P ublic La w 91 -1 90 : S3 
Sta t.  852. 85 4) , to  tr an sm it  to  th e Con gr es s an nu al ly , be gi nn in g Ju ly  1. 1970.

The  fe dera ti on’s “I ndex  of  E nv iron m en ta l Q ual ity” is, of  co ur se , mu ch more 
simpl ifi ed  an d te rs e  th an  your re port  wi ll, or sh ou ld , be in  o rd er to  co m pr eh en 
siv ely di sc us s th e five  m a jo r are as specified  in  sect ion 201 of th e  ac t. How ev er , 
th e  fe dera ti on’s rei>ort, w hi ch  se ts  fo rt h  th e  pre se nt lev el an d st a tu s  of  en vir on
m en ta l quali ty  w ith re sp ec t to  a ir , w at er , soi l, fo re st s,  w ild lif e,  an d m in er al s,  
do es  so ve ry  gr ap hic al ly  an d in  a m an ner  th a t m ak es  s ta rk ly  appare n t to  th e 
pu bl ic  it s co nc lusio n th a t th e  1969 E nv ironm en ta l Q ua lit y In dex  is "p oo r, '’ th a t 
th e  tr end  is  ge tt in g  wor se , an d th a t un le ss  Amer ica aw ak en s,  we  an d ou r ch il 
dr en  m ay  be  in  d ee p trou bl e.

Sinc erely ,
H en ry  S. R eu ss .

Cha irman , Co ns erva tio n an d N atu ra l Res ou rc es  Su bc om mit tee.  
Mr. Reuss. Also in your testimony, you spent some time on your 

estimate of the Federal contributions th at will be required in the next  
5 years, let’s say, to control and prevent water pollution caused by
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ina dequate ly tre at ed  mun ici pa l was te pl an t dis charg es an d indu st rial  
was tes,  com bined sewers, an d so on.

W ha t would  you  envisage as the  req uired  cost  of  th e Fe de ra l con
tri bu tion  to the fig ht on water  po llu tio n ove r the ne xt  5 yea rs?

Mr . K imball. He re  ag ain,  I  am no t sure ju st  wha t the to ta l Fed 
eral  com mitment  is at  pre sen t. I f  it  were 50 perce nt,  fo r example, of  
the to ta l cost of  $26 bil lio n plus, th is  wou ld am ount to  some $13 to  
$18 b illi on.

I f  it  is more th an  th at , then  it  would  hav e to  be wh ate ver  th at  
ad di tio na l commitment  is abo ve th e 50 percen t.

I t  is my un de rs tand ing th at , un de r ce rta in  con dit ion s, some mu 
nicipa lit ies can qu al ify  for  a  50-perce nt c ommitment  f rom the Fe de ral 
Gover nm ent  fo r the cost of  t re atm en t fac ilit ies . In  th is  case , i t would  
have to  be corres ponding ly l arge r.

Mr. Reuss . You are ta lk in g about th e ne xt  5 years ?
Mr. K imball. Yes, the ne xt  5 year s.
Mr.  Reuss. A nd  you say  th a t yo ur  reco mmended Fe de ra l co ntr ibu

tion to  S ta te  and loca l g overn me nts  f or  the  erect ion  of  w ater  po llu tion 
pre vention  and control  devices sho uld  be at the  minim um  $18 b illion 
ove r th at  5-y ear p eriod  ?

Mr.  K imball. Th is would  be based on a 50-perc ent  sh ar ing of  the  
cost,

Mr . Reuss. A nd  you th in k there should  be a 50-percen t shar ing?
Mr.  K imball . I think  so ; yes.
Mr.  Reuss. From  wh at you  hav e said, the n, you re ga rd  as wholly 

ina deq uat e, fo r the  next  5 years , a Fe de ra l contr ibu tio n of only  $4 
bil lion as compared to $18 b ill ion  ?

Mr . K imball. I  ha te to pu t it in th at  context . I would  say th at  the  
public  her e again  sho uld  be brou gh t into de ter mining  polic ies of  th is 
na tur e, because eventua lly  th e avera ge c itizen is go ing  to have t o pay  
th is cost— reg ard les s o f wh eth er  i t is a F ed eral  or  S ta te  or local share.

You know  we don’t ju st  p ri n t money ; somebody ha s to pay fo r all 
o f  these thi ngs. So, i f t he peo ple  agree,  we o ught to c lean  up  ou r w ater . 
We un de rst an d wh at  t he cost s are  g oin g t o be. Let ’s devise  some type 
of a fo rm ula and m ake sure  ever ybody know s wha t the to tal  cost is  and  
then get  on w ith  provid ing th e m oney  to do it.

Mr.  R euss. W ho pays fo r it,  however , is im po rta nt , I f  it  is lef t to 
the  loca l gov ernment, fo r e xamp le to pro vid e all of the  an tiw ater  p ol
lu tio n work, the  cost wou ld fa ll ma inl y on the hom eow ner,  who has 
been str etc hed r athe r th in  by t he  pro pe rty  tax .

The t ax  base bo rne by a h ighe r level of  gov ern me nt is a more efficient 
and progres siv e one.

Mr. K imball. The reason  I  sug ges ted  a t l eas t 50 percen t as th e Fe d
eral  share  is  tha t the gr ea te r pa rt  of  th e t ota l tax do lla r is collected by  
the  Fe de ral Government . And  as a consequence , they, I  feel,  should,  
in the  or de r of  pr io rit y of  th ings , pu t up  at  least ha lf  of  the  cost of 
doi ng the  job .

(S ubcommittee Note.—Ex ce rp ts  fro m the  H ar ri s and Ga llu p su r
veys. which  were  c onducte d fo r the  Na tional W ild lif e Fe de ratio n and  
to which M r. K imball re fe rre d,  fo llow  :)

*

*

V
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A

National Wildlife Federation—A Study of the Attitudes of the American 
Public Toward Improvement of the Natural Environment

INTRODUCTION

In early 1969, the National Wildlife Federation sponsored a Gallup survey 
which found, among other things, tha t more than 85 percent of the public is 
concerned with the condition of the environment. So concerned, three out of 
four said they would willingly pay increased taxes  earmarked for conservation, 
including 63 percent of those with family incomes under $5,000 per year.

The attached survey, conducted by tha t other major independent polling or 
ganization during the first pa rt of July, found that 97 percent of the American 
public advocated reallocat ing Federa l expenditures to free more money for 
environmental protection and cleanup.

Ironically, in spite of the obvious, overwhelming public desire for solving 
the country’s environmental problems, the Federation’s recently completed Index 
of Environmental Quality (EQ) found the United States is s till losing the battle 
against pollution and natural resource depletion.

The Federal Government is the No. 1 environmental protector and janitor. 
And yet in the face of accelera ting environmental degradation and exploding 
public concern, far  less than  1 percent of the Federal budget goes into natural 
resource programs but they are invariably the first to feel the bite of the economy 
ax. Programs to solve the Nation’s environmental crises too often have turned  
out to be more eye pollution than fact—apparent ly designed to take the heat 
off administra tors and politicians by lulling the public into thinking the prob
lems are being taken care of.

But they are not.
The following report shouldn’t be interpre ted for anything but what it is— 

a survey of public opinion. But the Federation feels the message therein is 
clea r: The American public wants to move quality  of life up on the Nation’s 
prior ity list. And though “willingness to pay” begs the fundamental fact tha t 
we will and must pay for environmental cleanup, it does substantiate  public 
concern.

Please feel free to dupl icate in whole or part. Natural ly, the National Wildlife 
Federation would apprecia te credit whenever possible.

* * * * * * *
The public’s attitude  toward  current priorit ies in the Federal budget was 

measured under two conditions. A portion of the  people interviewed (some 900) 
were handed a card as shown below, and read the following s tate ment: “This 
card shows the percentage of the Federal budget now being spent for various 
purposes.”

Show  card Percent

*

V
X

National defense (U.S. m ilitary and military a ssis tance)______________ 44
Health, labor, and welfare (retirem ent, public assistance, economic oppor

tunity) _____________________________________________________ 28
Commerce and transportat ion (roads, post office, airlines, etc .)________  4
Veterans’ benefits (compensation, medical, pensions, etc .)____________  4
Space program________________________________________________  3
International affairs (foreign aid, food for freedom, e tc. )____________  2
Agriculture (farm supports, land and water, agricultural research) -------  2
Education (aid to education, res earch) ----------------------------------------- 2
Natu ral resources (environmental improvement, forests, recreat ion areas,

wildlife, pollution control, etc .)------------------------------------------------- 1
Housing and community development (urban renewal, public housing)----  1

They were then ask ed: “Considering prior ities, would you like to see more or 
less of the Federal money go into each of these purposes?”

The remainder of the sample 1500 people) were asked the same question, but 
without being given the  information as to what percentage of the Federal budget 
is now spent in each category. This allows for a comparison between the groups 
“with information” as to current budget and “no information” as to current  
budget—indicating the potentia l effects if the public were fur ther educated 
as to the  amounts now being spent or na tural  resources as well as other functions.

The next table indicates the activities in which the public would like to see 
less Government spending and those in which it would like to see more spend
ing. The majority—both those people given information about current Federal



20spending and those not supplied such infor matio n—would like to see less Feder al money spent on international affairs, the space program, and national defense.The public  is split on whether to increase or decrease spending on commerce and tra nsp ort ation; health , labor, and welfare ; and agricultu re.A maj orit y of the public would like  to see more Federal  money go into education. natur al resources, veteran s’ benefits, and housing and community development. Across the board, the Americ an people in 1969 appear to desire the focus to be on the solving of domestic problems and the improvement of the qual ity of life  at home.Supp lying the public with infor mation as to the current allocation  of Fede ral moneys has the effect of increasing the majo rities in favo r of  more spending on natura l resources (up to 68 percent)  and  housing and community development (up to 58 percen t), and also increases the number who would like  to see less Fed era l money going into nati ona l defense (up from 55 percent to 61 perce nt).* * * * * *  *
Sum ma ry and obser vatio ns.—The data are consistent  in revealing greater concern and greater willingness to do something about the natu ral environment among the more educated and more affluent segments of the public, among those who live in the suburbs surrounding the large  metropolita n centers, and among younger adul ts. These articula te segments of the public could be characterized  as having  high expectat ions and demand for  a livable environment,  and as having a greater than average  i ntell ectual awaren ess of environmental conditions .People who live  in cities,  blacks, and persons with lower incomes and education levels show less concern about environmental conditions. At  first glance, this appears paradoxical since it is the  lesser privileged  segments of  our society , especia lly in the inner cities , tha t one would suspect have greater contact with at least  certa in forms of environ mental  pollution and deterioration.  However, it appears tha t some combination of apathy,  low expectation levels as regards the nat ura l environment, lack  of awareness of the extent of the problem, lack  of awareness of its effect on the qualit y of their own li fe,  and the perception of other problems as being even more severe and pressing produce an apparent low level of concern.Thus proponents of a greater emphasis on natural resources and environm ental cleanup will  find their  natu ral allie s, at  present, among the educated and the affluent.The high concern of younger adults and late  adolescents may well indicate an important shift  in the general population ’s prio rities.Any  immedia te broadening of the base of support for  environm ental improvement will require public education to increase awareness  of the problem among the lesser educated, lower income port ions o f our society.

Nation al  W il dl if e F ederation—T h e  U.S . P ubl ic Considers I ts  E nviron
men t ( Conducted  for Nat iona l W ildl ife  F ederation )(A Nat ion al Opinion Trends Repo rts, The Gallup Orga nization,  Inc .. Princeton, N .J .,  Feb rua ry 1969)

some  hig hlig h ts of th e  study

Conc ern about our natura l sur rou nding s.—About ha lf (51 percent) of all persons interv iewed  stated tha t they are “deeply concerned” about the effect of air  pollution, water pollution , soil erosion, and destruction  of wild life  on our natura l surround s. About one-third (35 percent) said they are “ somewhat concerned”  about the problem and 12 percent said they are “ not very concerned.”  A grea ter proportion (62 percent) of those who have attended college than of those with less form al education are deeply concerned about these environmen- mental problems. More of the men (50 percent)  than of the women (46 percent) said they were deeply concerned. Also more of the people livin g in the Western and Midwestern Sta tes  than of those in the East or South are deeply concerned.
Wil ling nes s to ya y taxes to impr ove our  nat ura l surr ounding s.—When those interviewed were asked about their willi ngne ss to pay addit ional  taxe s to improve our natura l surroundings, almost three of every four  people interviewed said they would be wil ling  to pay something. It  was found tha t those who had
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said they were “deeply concerned” abo ut our environmen tal problems were 
willing to pay more in tax es  to help solve the  problems tha n those who did not 
express as much concern.

The much pressing  environmen tal problem.— When those  interv iewed  were 
shown a list of problems affec ting the  environment and  asked which one they  
consider most pressing , repli es divided as follows : Percent

Air pollution_____________________________________________________  36
Wa ter pollu tion__________________________________________________  32
Pestic ides (chemicals used  to kill insects )___________________________  7
Pre servat ion  of open gra ss spaces___________________________  6
Wild life preserv ation (bi rds  and an im als)------------------------------------------- 5
Soil erosion_______________________________________________________  4

4

Sr'

In cities  of over 1 million in popula tion, 55 percent said ai r pollution was the  
most pressing problem while only 23 pe rcent of those in smal l communities and 
ru ra l are as gave this answ er. Pre servat ion  of wild life was of gre ate r concern 
to people in r ural  areas th an  to those in the urban a reas.

Those interviewed were also asked  what they think  can be done to cor rec t 
the  problem chosen as  mos t pressing. Results  were as follow s:
Problem and most frequen tly  mentioned co rrective actio n :

Air pollution—Find way  to control auto ex ha us t; control of chemical and  
ind ust ria l w as te s; provide filters, smoke control devices.

Wa ter  pollu tion—Stop ind ustrial po llu tio n; enforce presen t laws, pass new 
legislation.

Soil erosion—P lant  or mainta in vege tat ion ; use prop er agriculture  methods.
Wildl ife preserv ation—Enforce  game la w s; reduce hu nt ing; establish wild 

life reserves , p arks .
Preserv ation of open green spaces—Set aside land for  p arks, fo re st s; be tte r 

zoning.
Pestic ides—Use diffe rent,  improved pesticides  ; Government  cont rols, laws. 

Will  it be necessary to lim it human  population?— The U.S. public is evenly di
vided as to whether or not  it will, a t some time, be necessary to limit  human 
population if our presen t living standard s are  to be main taine d. Younger adu lts,  
those  who have attend ed college, and those in the upp er income br ackets are  more 
inclined to consider lim ita tion of human population  necessary  than  ot her  groups.

Areas  thought mos t pleasant  as a place to Jive.— If  a pleasant place to live 
were  the prin cipa l conside ration influencing the  public, the re would be a marked  
reversa l of the trend away from rura l areas. Those interviewed were shown the  
following list  of are as  and asked which of them they  thin k would be most 
pleasant as places to live. Results  divided  as follows:

Percent Percent

Rural  area____________________  30
Small city _____________________  25
Suburbs ______________________  18
Mountains ____________________  15

< w.

Seashore______________________  0
Large city_____________________  6
Other ________________________ 1

Analyses by size of community show t ha t many big c ity dwelle rs have a yearn 
ing for  smal ler places and those inr ural are as have  no yen for  the  big city.

Should more land be set  aside for conservation purposes?— Three of every 
fou r i>eople interviewed  fav or  setting aside more public  land for  conservation 
purposes such as nat ion al parks, wildl ife refuges, bird  sanctuarie s, and  so fo rth. 
Young people, those who have attended college, and  those in the  eas tern  Sta tes  
are  more inclined to thi s view tha n oth er segments of the  population.

* * * * * * *

W HAT  PUB LIC  WOULD DO TO CORRECT ENVIR ON ME NTAL PROBLEMS

♦ * * * * * *
Verbatim examples of answers concerning wh at might be done to prev ent ai r 

pollution  include—
More Federal money p ut into t his  problem.
Get in a spec ialis t an d see w hat he could do to get i t corrected.
Move some of the  in dustry to  the  suburbs instead  of in the city.
Maybe if they would t ake  some of these chemical places way out.
If  the re was some way  they could contro l filtering and  doing away with 

gases if possible.
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Education of the general public. Tax according to displacement of the 
engine instead of weight of cars. Indus try tax rebate to encourage new 
equipment.

Stric ter control and very heavy fines on offenders—especially large 
corporations.

Industry’s the guiltiest. Open burning should be stopped by individuals.
Perhaps a control center could tell us proper air curren ts to burn in.

Quit burning old cars—put things on cars to stop the gas pollution.
I wonder if they couldn’t have an airplane go over and fumigate everplace.
Get af ter those technical facil ities tha t cause this in cities primarily.
Leave it up to some government official with that  knowledge.
Apply the same sort  of policy here as has been applied to problems of 

national defense—sponsored research, an educational element.
Let the government get more involved in finding the solutions.
Through the Federal Government—by spending money. Make a study of it.
The present laws regarding air pollution should be enforced.
I think it’s pretty  much up to the State to make and enforce legislation to £

take care of it. Make whoever is causing this to pay out of the pocket for 
whatever they’re contributing. Each one should take care of whatever he’s 
causing.

Electric cars for less pollution.
Hurry up and put on the marke t new ears tha t go gasle ss: no pollution 

from cars would help.
They talk  about these new cars which wouldn’t have so much exhaust.

That  would be one thing. I ’ve also heard tha t industry could do something 
different if they wanted to.

Really I think the auto manufacturers  must do something about it. AVe’ll 
have to pay dearly for it. I t’s up to the automakers.

Find means of eliminating the poisons going up in the air, like burning 
garbage, gasoline fumes.

Get rid of cars and do something about airplane fumes.
Take care of the earth  first and the moon second.
We’ll probably have to star t putting factories way out into the suburban 

areas.
Not allow new buildings that  would pollute air to build in cities.
New highways to eliminate truck traffic in communities.
Sta rt new cities where there is land.
Close down places which do not make an honest effort to correct air 

pollution.
Educate people not to pollute and respect all forms of antipollution 

requests.
Cut out all the automobiles and go back to horses and buggies.
More chemical research to el iminate byproducts of the combustion process.
Stopping or doing away with carbon monoxide gas in cars.
Be more careful the way they use chemicals and gases and what you 

have th at creates all this.
They should find out something about it. The automobiles and the sewage 

is terrible. A
* * * * * * *  ”

Verbatim examples of answers concerning what might be done to prevent water
pollution include—

Every city and town should have sewage conversion p lan ts: also laws for Mfactories to quit dumping in rivers.
Find another way to get rid of the scraps from the factories.
Correct industria l waste being dumped into rivers and lakes. Also educate 

the farmers to take care of streams—insecticides and so forth are allowed to 
enter  them.

A lot taken out of sea wate r so tha t it can be used for drinking—a 
substitute .

Watch fertil izer and application of herbicides and pesticides getting into 
our water supply.

The only thing I know is to spend a lot of money to try to clean up the 
rivers and the streams and then restr ict the use of them.

Putt ing responsibility to the ones who are polluting it.
Well all they do is spend money! The factories should clean up their mess 

and use different soap—no detergent.
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They should do something to keep people from throwing things in the 
water, and companies dumping junk in it.

Quit dumping all these sewers in the streams.
Give industry tax  incentive to reduce the amount of pollution dumped 

into streams  and force cities and towns to cease dumping raw sewage 
into streams.

We need to get on to all our big local plants as they are polluting our 
streams.

Stop throwing garbage in water—especially factory wastes. Should be 
treated.

Government should induce, not force, responsible parties.
Stric ter law enforcement as to things put into the wate r by factories, 

including the packing houses.
Big plants should not dump waste in wate r we have to use.
Sta rt on largest amount—industrial  pollution—and reduce it 50 percent. 

That’s what’s killing all the fish.
Put  medicine in the water—chemicals.
Clean up areas  tha t dra in into main river. Stric ter enforcement of litte r 

laws.
All government involved should bear down on those polluting our waters.
Just have bett er laws.
Quite a bit. Complicated, takes a lot of money. Government control. Fed

eral industry could help.
Tha t would have to be a ttacked on many fronts. Stric ter policing. Well, 

those persons tha t are responsible for  water  pollution will have to be pulled 
up on a shorter leash.

Get a fter the industries and have more control on the State  level. Have 
the State control it.

To use more of our tax  money for this purpose rather than  war. Clamp 
down on large corporations who pollute waters.

Put  teeth in the la w ; increase fines to be stiff enough so tha t people 
won’t throw waste and garbage in the water.

Do like Sioux City has done—build the sewage disposal plant. These 
small towns in Iowa are the big offenders.

More educational programs to direct the  people.
Experts  are paid to do this.
Curb indus try’s use of it or make them clean it up. Sewer facilities— 

improve the priva te facil ities ; some of them are inadequate.
Have a committee, and deeply look into the situation and correct it. 

* * * * * * *  
Verbatim examples of answers  concerning what might be done to prevent 

soil erosion include—
Let the soil conservation people and the county take care of the job.
Plant grass, trees, shrubs, to hold soil.
Start ing with the soil—keep it in good condition and other things will 

be helped.
Work on this more than they  have before.
Keep the land planted. Sow or plant trees.
Leave more of our hilly land covered with grass or trees.
Plant more pastures.
Not give raises to public officials and use it for conservation.
Sponsor a program to help make the land richer and more fertile.
Build levees or such every so often to keep soil from washing away.
You would have to control all streams  that overflow and do damage. 

Proper planting of vegetation to control the runoff.
I think problems such as these are  best taken care of by following rec

ommendations of a good agriculture college.
People have to learn to take care of property.
I work with soil conservation, erosion control—dam the creeks, contour 

plowing, cover crops.
Sowing grass and legumes.

* * * * * * *
Verbatim examples of answers concerning what  might be done to preserve 

wildlife include—
Doing a pret ty good job. Growing population causes loss of birds and 

animals.
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Be tte r hun ting controls and  be tte r park contro l—danger of unba lancing 
na tur e a t p resent  time.

St ric ter  enforcement of game laws. Control over snowmobiles.
Enforce  the  laws such as  hun ting and fishing.
Make su re game w ardens en force  the law like they should.
More enforcem ent of present laws.
Keep areas  for  thi s purpose. Have  wild life reserves wherever possible.
Development of areas , such a s game preserves.
Cut down on hun ting  and  amoun t of tags issued. Control fishing  and 

have more reserves, more national pa rks .
Set aside more places for  pre servat ion  of wildli fe which is becoming 

scarce. f*
Sho rter hunting season.
Be more c aref ul—not to k ill too many.
We can prev ent fo res t fires.
The big indust ry leased  all  the  land , so we have no wild life to enjoy.

Stop this. &
* * * * * * *

Verbatim examples of answ ers concerning  what might be done to pre
serve open green  spaces inc lud e:

They should set aside more government prop erty  for  nat ional parks for  
people to enjoy the outdoors.

More land for parks, and  so for th.
More S tat e and  Fed eral  pa rks  an d reser vations  maintained.
More sewage t rea tme nt, b etter t reatm en t plants, more natio nal  forests.
Could give us  more pa rks  for  more  outdoors.
Create more parks and  pla nt more trees.  I miss the for est  we had in

Germany.
Don’t rui n the  countryside ,by bui lding larg e throughw ays. Be tte r govern

men t control of scenic areas . Don’t allow commercial ization  of them  and 
keep them open for  all cit izens to enjoy.

Should be some type of contro l fo r these  jun k heaps, billboards , and the  
ruinat ion  in ar eas  by industry a nd by waste.

Be tte r planning, bet ter  zoning.
Limit housing developments and cons truct ion and be tte r main tenance 

of it.
Limit population.
Laws  are  rest ricted. Pass legi slation for  parks  and  for  wild life reserves.

Air and wa ter  pollution are  also very important. Limit expansion of cities 
and making pa rks  and  so forth .

Zoning.
* * * * * * *

Verbatim examples of answers concerning what might be done to pre
vent the  harmful  effects of  pesticides include—

Stronger government contro ls over pesticides . I don’t use it  on thi s piece 
of property . I ’m a bi rd feeder.

They should pu t a  re strictio n on homeowners using pesticides. Government A
control led. ’

Laws to control use of sp rays and  conten t of chemicals such as  DDT.
Pro grams for  erad ication by the  Depa rtment  of Agriculture.
They are not  labeled righ t. They are  deadly  if not used righ t. They are 

improperly adve rtise d and used excessively. The Government should regu
late usage.

The person  who uses pestic ides should try  to und ers tand the  uses and 
danger  of these. Read direc tions  and  use carefu lly.

Be careful of  the k inds  used, so there  is no harm to people and our  foods.
Stop using it.
The sprays  and the fer tili zers wash into  the rive rs and  kill the  fish. It ’s 

overdone enti rely . Go back to good old m anure for fe rtiliz ing.
Use some space money maybe for  be tte r sp rays and powders.
Use liquids r athe r than  du st—won’t spread  so.
Try  to find other  ways to eliminate pests.
Correct pesticides by sp raying an d dusting.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Kimball. Dr. Spangler , in your testimony 
you re ferred to the fact tha t enforcement of antipollution legislation
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already on the books will serve as desirable stimuli for private enter
prise to accelerate research and development to improve the cost effec
tiveness of pollution abatement technology.

Earlie r you said the banning of phospates in detergents is needed 
in controlling water pollution. Now, there is no ban nor, indeed, any 
Federal legislation whatever, re lating to phosphates in detergents.

Am I correct in infer ring,  therefore , tha t when you said tha t en
forcement of  existing antipo llution legislation will take  care of some 
of our problems, you were not there refe rring  to the phosphates-deter-

■a. gent problem, and that additional legislation will be necessary to elimi
nate, or even to alleviate tha t problem ?

Dr. Spangler. Well, I thin k legislation is certainly  one alternative.  
Anothe r alterna tive is to have committees of representatives from

4 indus try, Government, and private institu tions concerned with  pollu
tion to study the problems and agree to ban it  themselves. I don’t know 
whether they will take that  step, but-----

Mr. Reuss. There is such a committee of indust ry, which has a few 
governmental representatives on it. It  has been in existence for several 
years, but  so fa r the indus try hasn’t even agreed tha t phosphates cause 
any pollution.

Dr. Spangler. Yes. There is some controversy over tha t matter, I 
might say. Dr. Robert Sweeney, who is d irector of the Grea t Lakes 
Regional Labora tory at Buffalo, N.Y., and who was a consultant in 
the study we performed for the Marine Sciences Council, indicates 
tha t scientific knowledge does not conclusively prove tha t removal of 
phosphates alone will substantially  reduce the rate of algal growth in 
Lake Erie.

Mr. Reuss. Of course. He is righ t there, because Lake Erie  is 
put rify ing  from so many sources tha t ju st removing phosphates  from 
detergents could not clean it up.

But I trust tha t the good doctor does not conclude from tha t tha t 
phosphates in detergents aren’t a major cause of the degradation of 
many, many other lakes around the country.

Dr. Spangler. No, I am sure he is quite aware of the effect. In  fact, 
I reflected my personal concern about it by put ting  such a statement 
in my testimony. I really feel th at is one of the things  you can point 
to tha t needs correction.

Now i f other measures won’t work, I  would say tha t legislation is 
ft very definitely needed on that . Bu t I  also point to the controversy over

companion measures th at are needed to perform the job. I  think t hat  
is what I meant by technology assessment, which is a particularly
valuable approach in appraising  this.

Unless we reduce controversy over these things, we aren 't going to 
get the taxpayers to release the ir dollars, nor will Congress or the 
administration be will ing to spend the money, and so fo rth. These are 
very important factors.

Mr. R euss. Another very interesting comment you made is tha t we 
need the extension of sewage effluent pipes to a grea ter distance from 
shore in the Great Lakes.

Actually, wouldn't this  extension of sewage effluent pipes to a greater 
distance from shore be one rather  inexpensive, short-term, mode of 
protec ting municipal water supplies ?
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Dr. Spangler. Indeed, it is. I was very much encouraged in a field 
trip to Lake Erie to note this activity was already in progress and the 
major implementing or triggering mechanism there was Federal 
partic ipation. The geography of the region is very important in under
standing this. There is a prevailing westerly wind and the shore of 
Lake Erie  has a northeast-southwest orientation. This tends to keep 
these effluents along the shallow coastal m argin where algae pr imar ily 
grows.

And the cities along tha t lake have generally tried  to preserve the ir 
own immediate environment by p utt ing  the ir effluent pipes on the east 
side of the city, which means tha t the ir neighbor ing down-current 
city is the one tha t is injured by this pollution .

So what is the motivation for the local community to spend money 
on an improved system, from which it doesn’t immediately benefit, bu t *
from which i ts neighbor benefits ?

Well, the Federal Government coming in with thei r Clean Wate r 
Act, and also helping with some money, has persuaded people that if 
they ameliorate their pollution to the lake which benefits their 
down-current neighbor, thei r up-cu rrent  neighbor by the same token 
will also execute the same kind of program which will benefit them.

So it is a sort of cooperative deal tha t in my opinion would not 
really have gotten started  without  a substan tial Federa l input of 
funds.

Mr. Reuss. We wouldn’t, of course, want  to  overestimate the  bene
fits from merely extending the pollution-discharging effluent pipe 
far the r out into the lake. But in many cases these pipes are placed in 
dangerous proxim ity to the municipal water intake—either your own 
or the community downwind from you.

Dr. Spangler. I  think you make a fine point there.
There are other measures needed. We outlined some of these at 

considerable length  in our repo rt to the Marine Sciences Council.
Mr. Reuss. Righ t. Mr. Wright ?
Mr. W rigiit. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will t ry  not to take too 

much time here because I notice Mr. Waldie is here and has a state 
ment to make.

I was greatly interested, Mr. Kimbal l, in  your report of the surveys 
conducted by the Gallup organization and also by the  Harr is organi 
zation. You indicated tha t a poll had  been completed by th e Harris  /
organizat ion probing into how much the average American would be N
willing to spend to clean up his environment. I assume tha t you are 
going to introduce into the record the copies of those findings.

Just as a quick reference, what d id the  Ha rris  poll indicate th e aver
age American would be willing to spend ?

Mr. Kimball. I  furnished counsel with a copy of the complete 
survey.

Mr. Wright. Could you give me a sort of thumbnail answer?
Mr. Kimball. I  can give you one example of dealing with public 

utilities. We asked the specific question, “How much would you be 
willing to pay monthly on your uti lity  bill in order to clean up the 
air pollution, thermal,  perhaps radioactive pol lution, emanating from 
electrical generating  pla nts?”

We s tarted  out with $2 a month. The  great majority  of the people 
were not willing  to pay tha t much. We scaled it on down, and, of 
course, as we scaled it down, we gathered a higher percentage.
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month, well over 70 percent of the entire population  was willing to 
pay this. And we had estimated tha t it would cost about 11 cents to 
do the job. We didn’t tell them tha t in the survey.

Mr. Wright. This has to do solely with thermal pol lution?
Mr. Kimball. No, i t had to do with all emissions. In other words, 

air and water.
Mr. Wright. You estimated that 11 cents a month per citizen would 

do the job?
Mr. Kimball. 'Well, 11 cents per month on everyone who paid a 

monthly util ity bill.
Mr. Wright. Eleven cents a month on everyone's u tilit y bill?
Mr. Kimball. Yes.
Mr. W right. I am not sure that would do it, if you have in mind 

also paying for the Federal share of the water pollution abatement 
program, the grants- in-aid  programs. Was this separate and distinct?

Mr. K imball. I don’t recall whe ther that was separate. I t may have 
been.

Mr. Wright. You have recommended that we appropriate some $18 
billion in the  next 5 years for water pollution abatement. This is the  
grants- in-aid program to assist municipal ities in cleaning up the ir 
sewage treatment.

Mr. Kimball. There is a correction there. This was the total  pro 
gram—in addition to grants  to municipalities—this  $26 to $29 billion.

Mr. W right. I see. You are not t alkin g solely about the grants -in- 
aid program under the  de an  Water Act when you say $18 billion ?

Mr. K imball. I t is $26 to $29 billion for the  total  job of cleaning up 
the water or getting  started on it.

Mr. Wright. You think the Federal  share should be $18 billion ?
Mr. Kimball. Correct.
Mr. W right. Le t us say $15 billion for a round figure. Th at is ap 

proximately $3 billion a year. Now $3 billion a year, divided by 200 
million citizens, would be $15 a year, or $1.25 a month. This is about 
what it would take. I think at the moment we have an author ization  
for this par ticu lar grant-in-aid program, for the present fiscal year, 
of $1 billion.

This would be $5 a year which is, of course, a littl e less than 50 cents 
a month for the average citizen.

We authorized and appropria ted some $800 million in the current 
fiscal year for this program. The President  had requested $214 mil
lion. I t hink  we really do need to be somewhat specific about how much 
it is going to cost. I  quite agree wi th you, as I  am sure most people do, 
about the priori ty of the  problem.

But if we approp riated about $3 billion a year for the whole gamut 
of programs aimed at preserving, protecting , and restoring the en
vironment, we are talking about $15 a year p er citizen.

Mr. Kimball. Of course, these are some of  the  things that  I thin k 
the Government itsel f should address to the Nation. I don't know 
whether the majority of the general public would want to pay an 
additional $15 per year to do the job. But we will never know unless 
somebody finds out.

And this was our small contribu tion—just to get some indication 
of it. Now, with all of the research and resources th at the Federal
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Government has at its disposal, I would th ink it would begin to find
out.

Mr. Wright. I cannot imagine but tha t most of the public, once 
aware of the desperation of the conditions, and of the indispensabil
ity of clean water, would not be willing to pay $15 a year.

Mr. K imball. Yes. Speaking as one citizen I would certainly  be 
willing to pay that, if I  were convinced the money was going to be al
located to the actual job of cleaning up the environment and  that tha t 
would do the job.

Mr. Wright. I have just one other question, Mr. Chairman, if I  may. 
I  appreciate your booklet on the “Index  of Environment Quality .” 
I think  i t is a significant contribution.  I hope it  gets widespread dis
tribution.

In  your section on soil, you have made some analyses of what the 
Federa l Soil Conservation Service has been able to do to  slow down 
the erosion of our land resources. This, of course, also has a direct 
effect upon the quality of our water  resources, because siltation fills up 
our lakes.

I thin k i t has been estimated tha t in regard to si ltation of  our lakes, 
rivers, and streams, it  takes a tol l of some $125 million annually  sim
ply to dredge the silt.

In  addition to  that, siltat ion probably fills up another $125 million 
worth of water-storage space. So i f my figures are somewhere nearly  
accurate, an identifiable q uar ter of a billion dollars annually is lost 
throu gh silta tion.

However, we have a far more serious problem, I  think, in the ques
tion of where to put new lakes, once the present ones are filled up. 
Most of the best lake sites have been taken.

Notwithstanding this, occasionally I  am discouraged and somewhat 
frus trated when a publication, such as, for example, Field and Stream, 
publishes an article someone has written castigating the Soil Con
servation Service and saying it is harming rath er than helping the 
environment.

You don’t hold with tha t, do you ?
Mr. Kimball. Well, it is pre tty  hard to put  everything  in black- 

and-white context. There are certain ly some gray areas. I  would 
think  if you balanced them all out, there is little question but what 
the Soil Conservation Service has  made a great contribut ion toward 
eliminating pollution of our waterways from soil erosion. There is no 
question about that.  But in the applica tion of some of its laws, you 
know when you have th at many people working on specific problems, 
there are bound to be conflicting problems in the  application of those 
laws, and in the uses of water.

Here is where I think  the Service needs some castigation. In  the 
view of many conservationists, th e straightening of stream channels 
for flood-control purposes or the building of dams on t rou t streams 
for the same purposes—which tends to depreciate fish-wildlife values— 
have been under attack.

It  is the feeling of those of us who have a prim ary interest in 
wildlife that  perhaps a greater evalution of the damage tha t is done 
in these areas is in order at the present moment. This does not, I hope, 
detract from the overall great contribution of the SCS to the soil 
conservation problem in America.
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Mr. Wright. Thank you very much.
Mr. Reuss. You would have to agree tha t the Soil Conservation 

Service is definitely one of the less destructive Federal agencies ?
Mr. Kimball. Most ce rtainly . I would agree to that heartily.
Mr. Reuss. Thank you both so much, Mr. Kimball and  Dr. Spangler, 

for your helpful contribution . We will now ask our colleague, Repre
sentative Jerome R. Waldie, of Cal ifornia 's 14th congressional district, 
to step forward.

You are very welcome, Jer ry . You have been of great assistance to 
5  this subcommittee in its studies  of the San Francisco  Bay area. We

are honored to have you here this  morning.
Mr. Wright. Mr. Chairm an, may I  add tha t Mr. Waldie, during 

service on the Public Works Committee of  the House, made significant 
A contributions to many monumental pieces of legislation, including the

Highway Beautification Act , the  Water Quality Act, and others, 
v  He is unquestionably a dedicated champion of conservation and

environmental quality. He has made his mark felt on a lot of these 
things.

STATEMENT OF HON. JEROME R. WALDIE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. Waldie. I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman.
Before I go in to my remarks , I would like to comment briefly on 

the proper consideration tha t the committee evinced in their question
ing of the prior witnesses as to cost.

It  occurred to me tha t we are overlooking the willingness of this 
country to commit vast portions of its resources to causes in which 
it deeply believes. We have been spending at the very least $24 bil
lion a year to restore the quali ty of life and the environment of South 
Vietnam for a number of years. And apparently  the Nation has been 
quite willing to expend that  kind of money for tha t cause.

It  seems to  me the leadership tha t was able to adduce th at sort of 
support for those sorts of expenditures would be able to induce a con
siderably lesser expenditure for a more or at least equally valuable 
result in America in cleaning up this part icular country and this  pa rti
cular atmosphere and this  particular environment.

I would not then approach the problem of cost with  the hesitancy 
JL tha t I  suspect a number of political people might  approach it. Pol iti

cians are magnificent in the ir wondrous results, and Vietnam seems 
to me to be the most beau tiful example of a political leadership being 
able to convince a people to expend tha t kind of money for those 
minimal results.

If  we could do it  there, we could do it  in this cause, which has far 
more to commend it in my perhaps minority view, but we ought to ap
proach it a t least with equal conviction.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee: I would like to 
commence by reading to you a sentence or two from an article pub
lished in the San Francisco, Calif., Chronicle on December 21, 1!'69. 
It  was writt en by Haro ld Gilliam, who is a reporter of considerable 
repute for tha t newspaper in the area of conservation. And 1 think  
it summarizes the problem with which we in the Congress are con
fronted.

He sa id :
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Ecology has become a political phenomenon, and  bids fa ir to tak e over the 
country. Men in public life feel it is as obligatory  to talk abou t the environment 
as they  once hab itually inse rted the  name of God at  the end of every major 
speech.

Too often both  words are  take n in vain by speakers  as unve rsed  in ecology 
as theology. A century of increasing ly dev astatin g assaul ts on the envi ronment 
canno t be expunged with  pious pronouncem ents and noble resolu tions.

The batte red  biosphere is approach ing the  point of no repa ir. The  habitab le 
ea rth  can be prese rved only by a drast ic reversal of direction . Our technology, 
our economy, as well as hab its and  att itu de s deeply embedded in our cultu re, 
are  based on th e conquest of natu re.

This  art icl e of the American creed is ultimately  suicidal. In the long run  na- 
ture  always wins. To survive we are  going to have to stop try ing  to beat natur e 
into  submission and work out an accommodation. We are  going to have to stop 
doing innum erable things that  are  prof itable or conven ient; if we want a habit 
able e arth we are  going to have to pay a very  high  price.

With  those words of Mr. Gilliam as the reference point, I would X
like to comment on two basic signals  th at  I thin k have been given to 
America, th at in fact we are not going to  win our bat tles with nature 
if we continue to follow the rhetoric of American society tha t we must 
conquer nature.

I think the country has been given two major examples of what 
occurs when we enter into tha t sort  of battle  with nature which we 
are going to lose and which we proper ly should lose. The first one is 
Lake Erie—with which this  committee is fa r more fami liar t han  I .

Ecologist Bar ry Commoner suggests, with regard to Lake Erie, 
and I think correctly, tha t the  process o f eutrophication of tha t body 
of water may be irreversible, and th at we may have lost tha t resource.

There probably is no greater indication to this country that if a 
massive resource th at seemed inexhaustible just a few years ago can 
in fact be lost, man can destroy through water pollution every single 
water resource that exists in America. If  Lake Erie  can be destroyed 
by man, then there is nothing in America that we can 't destroy in 
terms of water pollution.

I think the second signal that America has been given, and hope
fully  will pay attention to, is a simi lar massive destruction of another 
resource, and that  is air. The Los Angeles Basin in my home S tate 
litera lly has insufficient air to supp ort the people tha t live in that 
basin. Those people are litera lly—and I do not exaggerate—gasping 
for air. There are days in the Los Angeles Basin when the demands 
on that  ai r supply are so tremendous tha t the people living in that ba
sin are ins tructed by governmental action not to engage in any undue 4
physical effort because by so doing they  will find the air  supply neces
sary to sustain that sort  of activity  insufficient.

Over 1,300,000 trees—not in the basin, but on the edge of the basin— p
in the San Bernardino Forest are now afflicted by air pollution coming 
from tha t basin. From the extreme of being killed to the minimal cate
gory of being adversely affected, sickened, by the air tha t they are 
required to breath from that basin.

Now, those two signals  indicate t ha t if you can destroy the air  sup
ply of an area as large as the  Los Angeles Basin, you can destroy the 
air supply of the entire United S tates. If  you can destroy the water  re
sources that  are represented by Lake Erie,  you can destroy any water 
resource in the United States.

Now, everybody is aware of those two instances of destruction of the 
environment by man. And everybody deplores it.
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In California,  unhappily, the rhetoric  of deploring, and the rhetoric  
of concern are not being matched by the performance of either the 
State  administrat ion or of the Federal Government.

There is involved in Californ ia a perfect example of laxity on the 
part of every governmental entity involved in natu ral resources plan
ning. And in California  it involves the Federa l and State  govern
ments, the pollution of water and the pollution  o f air, as well as the 
destruction of the quali ty of life in general.

It  is an example, as Califo ria often is, th at has equal application 
throughout the country, and I  th ink bears study by the Congress.

California,  knowing tha t the air supply in the Los Angeles Basin 
is insufficient to support the existing population, is p roposing to take 
steps, buttressed by the Federa l Government, to  enable the population 
in tha t basin to continue to grow; and to grow far  beyond what the 
resources in that area can support.

This area is not only short of air, it is short of water. So, the pro
posal o f the Califo rnia author ities developed in the 1950’s—when the  
word ecology not only was rarely  understood, but people couldn’t 
spell it—the proposal of the Califo rnia authori ties, supported  by the 
Federal Government, is to import water from the north , where it is 
not in quanti ty supplies over and above the requirements of that 
area, to export tha t water to the Los Angeles Basin to enable tha t 
basin to continue to grow.

The Metropolitan Water Distric t, which is the primary customer 
for this water, boasts in a pamphlet they have recently published, en
title d “Wate r from the North,” as follows:

W ithin  25 year s th e pop ula tion  of  th e  M et ro po li ta n W ate r D is tr ic t of  Sou th 
er n Cal ifor ni a,  now mor e th a n  10 mi llion , or hal f th a t th e en ti re  Sta te , is  ex 
pe ct ed  to  be 17 m ill ion .

Then the d istric t describes this biggest aqueduct project of all time.
1 only discuss it before thi s committee because I think that is a proper 
description of it. This is the biggest aqueduct project of all time. 
They say:

W ate r wi ll be bro ught 450  mile s to  Sou th er n C al if orn ia  from  th e  Del ta  of  th e 
Sac ra m en to  an d Sa n Jo aquin  R iv er s in  th e no rth.

They say fu rthe r:
F or th e  past  qu a rt e r cen tu ry , MW D has been  su pp le m en ting  th e w a te r su pp ly  

of  Sou th er n C al ifor ni a w ith  w ate r from  th e Co lorado  R iv er  aq ue du ct , which  
cu rr en tl y  br in gs  more th an  a bi lli on  ga llon s a da y in to  th e a ri d  co as ta l plain.

And I emphasize “arid coastal plain .” The pamphlet continues: 
“This  water from the Colorado has made possible Southern Cali
fornia ’s fantas tic growth since the  end of World War II .”

I can’t think of a better example of the Chamber of Commerce 
Syndrome tha t suggests fantas tic growth is the best of all possible 
worlds for the area that is growing. I can't think of a better example 
where an area whose resources in the ir natu ral stage are insufficient 
to support life is developed by importing  water from the Colorado 
first, and now water from the north,  to develop tha t arid  coastal 
plain.

So, the anticipa ted 17 million population is expected because, the 
Metropol itan Water Dis tric t is going to provide the water to  this 
arid  land that  cannot support it. They are in a controversy—a com
bat  with nature—that they  are not going to win.



Nature provided an arid coastal plain in the Los Angeles Basin and 
supplied an a ir supply for the  Los Angeles Basin t ha t would support 
life m an arid coastal plain.

They are changing tha t arid  coastal plain into a fanta stic com
plex, not  to improve the  quality  of  life, but in my view to accomplish 
the interest that is represented by this sort of an advertisement in 
the Los Angeles Times of Wednesday, December 31, 1969: “What 
Makes Land Go Boom: (Industry, Freeways and People)”. The text 
of the ad :

Ind ust ry,  freew ays,  and  people hav e cre ate d lan d booms and made  people 
rich. They have  prospered  thr ough small l and  developments  reaching from the  San 
Fran cisco Bay Area down through San Ferna ndo  Valley to Orang e County and 
San Diego.

Now, Califo rni a’s las t and biggest lan d boom is shapi ng up. Wh ere? In  Los 
Angeles Co unty’s Antelope Valley—

That is the Los Angeles Basin—
wher e land  for the  world’s lar ges t ai rp or t is being acqu ired  now, the  first  in
terc ont inenta l a irp or t designed to serve 150 million  pas seng ers a  year.

Isn ’t that  wonderful ? The document goes on to say:
I t is where Lockheed will assemble its  gia nt new L -101 1 Tr i-S tar  Je t Transpo rt 

wit h 5.000 new work ers next year. It  is where over 60 ma jor  corp orat ions  have 
located more pla nts  for  productio n res ear ch and  service  to the  wor ld’s first 
aero-metropolis .

All in Antelope Valley. What are the basi c fac tors cre atin g Antelope Valley’s 
land boom? Ex per ts in land  development agre e on four factors  th at  cre ate  a 
genuine  land  boom anywhere.

One, avai labi lity  of level build able l and —

In  the Metropol itan Wate r Dist ric t’s language—
ar id  coastal plains . Two, ample w ate r supp ly. *

In  the Metropolitan Water Dis tric t’s brochure, arid  coastal plains 
fed bv the Colorado River and northern California water.

Three, lan d located  directly  and i mme diate ly in the  path  of popula tion growth.
Four, built -in value boosters like quickly expanding industry and commerce, 

widespr ead new home const ruction, access  by supe r freew ay and  abu nda nt 
uti lity of service.

Antelope Valley satisfies all  fou r needs  for  a boom. This is the  las t lan d ava il
able for ma jor  development in Los Angeles County. The popul ation  in the 
Antelope Valley is expected to climb from  150,0 00 now to over 1 million in 10 
years.

Ant icip atin g this growth, the  las t lin ks  of a new high-speed freeway  are be
ing completed, bring ing the Antelope Valley  with in minu tes of all  ma jor  popu
lation centers of Los Angeles County. W hat do you suppose all thi s will mean 
to those  w ho buy lan d while price s are sti ll reas onab le?

Antelope Valley industr y is expa ndin g a t a phenomenal rate.  According  to 
publi shed estimate s, the  new Int erc on tin ental  Airpor t alone will cre ate  300,000 
new jobs and b ring  500,000 new f amilies to the  area.

Then they boast in big typ e:
Thi s is not  recreat ional land,  thi s is inve stment land. These are  not  small 

lots. This  is acrea ge. New communi ties w ill rise.

And i t goes on and on. T hat  I  th ink, Mr. Chairman, is the problem 
tha t we are up against in attem pting to suggest tha t any efforts to 
protect  environment, to restore sanity  or  stability  to the  balance—the 
delicate balance of resources in a par ticu lar area—is going to run 
against in the American society.
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Mr. Reuss. I f I  m ight  inte rrup t you, what would you do about the 
problem of Los Angeles where, as you describe it, people are about to 
strangle for lack o f a ir and th irs t fo r lack of water?  You a lready said 
you would not alte r the ecology by importing  water from grea t 
distances.

But tha t alone is not going to keep new people from moving into 
the Los Angeles area, because each new person who moves in, being 
human, tends to think, “Well, there will  be enough water for me and 
my family.”

'*• Mr. Waldie. Economics would prevent those decisions from being
made, Mr. Chairman. The desert in California  has a very low density 
population. Few people live in the grea t desert in Califo rnia because 
there  is no water. People don’t move there  at this time because they 

f know there is no water. If  water is not transported  there in the
quantities  that they are seeking for land speculation, existing land

* prices will not rise. Subdivisions on arid  lands tha t can’t support
population will no longer be developed.

Mr. Reuss. Where there is now a single family area, could there  
not be high-rise  apartment s—which will mean a given area of land  
already served by water  would support, so it would seem, 20 times 
the people who used to live there ?

Mr. Waldie. Perhaps, except that people are moving out of the 
Los Angeles area. The latest medical figures quoted in news repor ts 
show tha t roughly 10,000 persons a year are required by their doctors 
to move out because of lung problems and the  inabil ity of the Los 
Angeles Basin’s a ir supply  to sustain them.

Also, Los Angeles County recently brought a lawsuit against the  
automobile manufacturers  and alleged in their complaint tha t p art  of 
the problem that the county was experiencing from the automobile 
manufacturers’ unwillingness  to control emissions was the increased 
welfare costs caused by the deterioration of health of  welfare recipients 
breathing th is air.

In  my opinion, there is a built -in governor on the ability of the  Los 
Angeles area to sustain  much more life. Perhaps those t ha t are now 
there  will sta rt moving out;  perhaps those who are now there will 
have an opportunity to  clean up tha t which is there.

I think this Los Angeles m atter is a good example, though, of the 
type of th ing with which the Federal Government is confronted, where  

Jb they are depleting the resources of one area, and I  have not  even gone
into the depletion of the north to which this  transfer  of massive 
resources of water to the south will contribute.

v  But in microcosm, I  think, th is water trans fer  scheme is an example
of economists desiring to get water  to an area to profit from it, and  
engineers whose sole mission is to design the cheapest method and 
most efficient method of conveying tha t resource from one area to 
another. I  do not deplore the ir attitudes, the ir attitudes are prop er 
for the interests they represent. Neither of these interests, however, 
had overseeing them and making decisions those who have interests 
other than  engineering construction or the economic responsibility of 
transmi tting resources from one end of an area to another for profit.

There ought to be machinery, and th is machinery ought to be in the  
Federa l Government, where somebody is overseeing massive resources 
exchanges as to all of the consequences of those exchanges—not j ust
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as to the immediate consequence for which the exchange was planned.
No one in the 1950’s even assumed tha t the air supply would be 

exhausted in  Los Angeles; no one in the 1950’s assumed that the water 
supply in the North would be jeopardized. In fact, anyone who ex
amined tha t plan could have predicted  it, were they looking for tha t 
possibility. They were not looking for tha t possibility, because every
one examining the plan was seeking to just ify it on an economic or 
engineering level.

I think t ha t is the role that the Federal Government perhaps could 
best play—that they provide th at sort of independent examination.

Mr. Wkigiit. May I ask you a question ?
Mr. Waldie. Surely.
Mr. Wright. I have seen some population  s tatistics  which indicate 

tha t if the present trend continues—abetted by these various schemes 
to bring water and other resources in to areas which lend themselves 
to dramatic growth—tha t by the year 2000 it is an ticipated some 76 1

percent of the to tal U.S. popula tion would reside in four huge mega
lopoles along the eastern seaboard, the west coast, the Great Lakes 
and the gulf, leaving only 24 percent of the  people living in the entire  
remainder of the  United Sta tes. Obviously, this is somewhat f righten
ing in tha t it makes possible the total destruction of the great re
sources such as Lake Erie  and the Los Angeles valley.

President  Nixon in his state of the Union message made reference 
to the development of what he termed “a national growth policy.”

Implicit  in his remarks, if I understand them correctly, is some sort 
of a notion tha t we must come to adopting a policy of dispersal of 
population rather than its concentration.

I think he is tentatively try ing  to test the waters to see whether 
he dare say that we must begin to reverse—not only to slow down, but 
to reverse—this population concentration trend.

You live in the metropol itan area. Would you support  the kind of 
national program that would aim by tax incentives perhaps, and 
otherwise, to encourage those industries capable of  providing employ
ment, to disperse to other areas where the natural ecology can support 
them, and thus to attract people to those areas ra ther  than continuing 
to build enormous megalopoles?

Mr. Waldie. I would support such a plan if your assumption is 
correct th at the industry could move to where the natural ecology could 
support it. It  has  been my experience, certainly in the area in which I  4
live, that  the  natura l ecology has been the factor that  brought the in
dustry  into the area. Rivers to tran spo rt-----

Mr. W right. Naturally as to harbors. Industries came because har
bors made commerce possible.

Mr. Waldie. Yes. I think  dispersal of population is an essential part 
of the efforts to control what is happen ing to America. But I think  
there is probably a far  more basic need that we really have not ad
dressed ourselves to, and I perhaps am not sufficiently courageous to 
address myself to, and tha t is population control and the role of 
government in this  issue.

No mat ter how much we spend, no matter  how much we do, we are 
not even able to keep up with the  erosions on these problems occasioned 
by too many people. And every problem you have discussed, that I 
have discussed, and tha t you will hear about is simply a reflection of



too many people.  These pro blems  d id  n ot  ex ist  u nt il we h ad  too many 
people .

Unt il someone rea lly  add resses  him self or  h ers elf  wi th th e coura ge  
and  the pow er th at th e problem req uir es,  I th in k we are  pr ob ab ly  
going to  s till  be u sin g t he  B an d-Ai d a pp roac h to prote cti ng  the wo rld .

I  stand  here ve ry hones tly before you , thou gh , and tel l you  th at  
I  have not pe rso na lly  the cou rage to  addre ss  my sel f to  th at  pro ble m 
with  the fo rce  th a t I  believe it  requi res .

Mr. W right. Than k you very  m uch. You have prov ide d a  very fo rt h 
righ t sta tem ent.

Mr.  R euss . Be fore you l ea ve : I  am no t q ui te satisfied th at  inc rea sed  
costs alone are  go ing to keep  the po pu lat ion  fro m overw helming  a 
geo graphical  area  such  as Los  Ang eles , wh ich  you hav e des cribed . 
Yet  I  hav e to say th a t I don’t hav e an y very  re ady su ggestions.

In  a dem ocracy  you cou ld ha rd ly  keep  peo ple  out of  an area  ph y
sically. You  can, of  course, pu t lim its  on p op ulat ion by ha ving  a  gr ea t 
gree n bel t or  open space  aro un d an are a which  is at  its  eco log ica lly 
overw helming po in t. You  can  also, by sim ply  no t allow ing  high -ri se  
apar tm en ts,  re st ric t th e to ta l ha bi ta tio n w ith in  th at  area .

Ou r experie nce  wi th slum s shows th at  somet imes le gal  req uirem en ts 
as to how many peo ple  can live  in a given are a ge t gro ssly vio lated .

Would you say  th at  the type  of  pl an ning  I  have describ ed is an  
im po rtan t elem ent of  keeping ou r pop ulat ion in are as whe re it  w ill  not  
overwhe lm the  env ironm ent?

Mr.  W aldie. M r. Ch air ma n, I th in k it  is  no t only an im po rtan t ele 
men t; I  th ink it is esse ntia l and the key. Th e only th in g I suggest  in 
ter ms  o f br in gi ng  abo ut  th e at ti tu de  tha t is com mensu rate  wi th  good, 
toug h p lann ing is th a t we n ot  do a ny th in g consciously  to ease the  neces
sity of those who h ave  to make th ose  ha rd  decisions.

In  o ther words , i f the Los Ang eles Basin  finds its elf  i n a posit ion — 
because it has  finally run out  of  ai r and ru n ou t of  wa ter—that th e 
siren  call ing  fo r peo ple  to  e mi grate  to Los  A nge les  no lon ger is go ing 
to be issued by th e Chambers of  Com merce in tho se respec tive  are as , 
then  So uthe rn  Cal ifo rn ia  officials are  go ing to hav e to deal  with  the 
popu lat ion  th at  is there and the na tu ra l increase of  th at  po pu la tio n 
sub jec t to  th e restr ic tio ns  of  pres en t wa ter  a nd  a ir  suppl ies . A nd  tho se 
res tri cti ons, I  th in k,  are go ing  to compe l the ha rd  decisions th a t you 
sugges t m ust be  made  w ith  p ro pe r planning . U nless the re  is some com 
pulsion, those decisions  will no t be made.

I f  you can conti nue to expand  your  deser t lan ds  into sub div isions, 
and make  money by so doing , local governm ents are no t go ing to  
respon d to the  pro blem wi th the sense of urg enc y you  sugges t th ey  
shou ld.

Mr. R euss. A nd  fina lly,  if  Los  Ang eles were  giv en a cru tch in  the 
form  of clean  ai r and clean wa ter fro m out side, th a t would be one 
th in g:  bu t where are you go ing  t o pu t the people  who are  no t go ing 
to be able  to  come to Los  A nge les  if  t ha t crutch  is n ot  g iven ?

Mr.  W aldie. W ell , I suppose a good nu mb er of those people  wi ll 
stay home  where  the y are  now living . As a m at te r of  fac t, if  I wer e 
liv ing in the Midw est  a nd  conte mp lated t he  g lor ies  of Los  A ngele s, I  
wou ld look  a t how of ten  th ey  have smog a le rt  days there and 1 w ould 
find the Mid west a more he alt hy  place to rai se my family  th an  I  find 
the Los Ange les  basin.
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Mr. R euss. W hat if you lived in Chicago, which is the second most 
polluted city in the United Sta tes ?

Mr. Waldie. I  would not move from Chicago to  Los Angeles and 
consider tha t a major advantage, although it migh t be. As a Cali
fornian, I find i t difficult to assume tha t Chicago is a better place to 
live than anywhere in Cal ifornia. But  if I  were a Chicagoan and seek
ing to move elsewhere, and found I could not afford to live in Los 
Angeles, or found it undesirable, I would make all of the numerous 
human choices that are open to people.

I jus t suggest tha t we not encourage people, when they are making 
those choices, to go in to those areas tha t are already saturated.  I do 
not know of many people who select Chicago as their choice when they 
are uproo ting their  home today. And tha t is good for Chicago. I 
thin k it is probably an asset to Chicago tha t it is not being selected *
as a prim ary target for emigration.  I suspect that is so. I would 
hope it is so.

When Los Angeles can say th at people no longer select Los Angeles 
as the target for their emigration, I  think tha t would be good fo r Los 
Angeles.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you very much, Jer ry,  for your  helpful testi 
mony.

Mr. Waldie. Let me simply ad d: I  would not urge any of them to 
come to Contra Costa County either.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Congressman Waldie.
(Note.—The following newspaper a rticles were submitted by Con

gressman Waldie for inclusion in the hearing record:)
[From  the Oakland Tribune, Jan . 4, 1970]

Is State’s Population Boom a Curse?
(By Dennis J. Opatrny)

Sacramento.—Population experts  predict California will widen its lead as 
the Nation’s most populous State during the 1970’s.

But Californians  remain divided over whe ther the population boom is a bless
ing or a curse.

As the new decade dawns, one out of every 10 Americans lives in California.
The Sta te’s population has reached 20 million and is expected to  balloon to 26 
million in the next 10 years.

When the glitter of the Golden State  will begin to tarnish is uncertain. But 
there  are those who will guess. a

“California will stop growing one day because it will have become jus t as *
repulsive as the rest of the country,” says geographer Daniel B. Luten.

“It ’s a truism. It ’s inescapable,” adds Luten, who lectures at the University 
of California at  Berkeley.

Ideologist Kenneth E. F. Watt believes the population expansion must subside 
soon or Californians will face “most serious implications” concerning their food 
supply.

“If  the rate of people to agricultu ral land continues to rise at  the current  
rapid rate, then a time will come when the State is no longer capable of pro
viding sufficient food products for consumption by Californians, not to mention 
exportable surpluses,” says Watt, who teaches at the university ’s Davis campus.

Both statements reflect the increased awareness of many residents about 
the burgeoning population, which public officials crowed about when California 
surpassed New York in 1962 as the most populous State.

In the 1960’s the State income tax  jumped markedly, the number of cars 
nearly doubled, the miles of concrete freeways more than  tripled  while drivers 
killed themselves and others at  a faste r clip than ever before.
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Each man, woman, and child paid an average of $17.14 in State income taxes 

for the year 1900, when there were 15.7 million Californians  from whom the 

State  Franchise Tax Board collected $269.1 million.
The income tax bill paid by California’s 20 million residents in 1963 was $950 

million, or a hike to $42.50 each for the typical man, woman, and child.

Californians have long prided themselves on being first in a number of en

deavors, although some of the honors appear dubious.
The State registered 8.6 million motor vehicles in 1960. There are  now 

more than 13 million registered automobiles and truck s using the Stat e’s 

enlarged highway network.
California’s phenomenal steady doubling every 20 years will continue but 

« the  ra te will slacken slightly.
The State’s Department of Finance’s population research uni t projects there 

will be 26 million Californians by 1980, 32 million by 1990, and nearly 39 million 

by the beginning of the 21st century.
W. Nelson Rasmussen, a demographer for the research unit, says the peak 

immigration period this pas t decade probably came in 1962-63, when an esti

mated 360,000 persons annually flooded into California from other States.

He says about one-third of the newcomers during those peak years set up 

housekeeping in the Los Angeles area.
No one knows for sure, though, where they all came from, since there  has  been 

no official census in nearly 10 years. In the previous decade I llinois led al l other 

States in net immigrat ion to California.
Foreign immigration amounts to between 50,000 and 70,000 annually, Ras

mussen estimates. Demographers assume militar y population remains about 

stable, even though there is much tr ansf erring in and out of th e State by Armed 

Forces personnel.
Mrs. Isabel Hambright,  who also works as a demographer in the population 

research  unit, agrees th at someday the State  may lose its allure, but adds it’s up 

to Californians to do something about it.
“We’re not saying its becoming less attra ctive ,” she says, “but problems do 

go with it  as you grow.”
Mrs. Hambright  points to Japa n as an example for  Californians to compare 

the ir State to and decide a level of tolerance for population squeeze and en

vironmental problems.
Japan is about the same physical size as California with similar geography. 

California has 20 million residents while Japan has 100 million inhabitan ts.

“It  would take a dras tic change in the life of Californians to live like the 

Japanese,” she observes in obvious understatement.
Geographer Luten says “growing forces” with in California are emerging which 

recognize th at unbridled growth in the futu re would not be to the State ’s 

advantage.
“People are beginning to worry about population,” he says, indicating  th at birth 

control may play a key role in restrict ing California’s population increase once 

immigration becomes static.
Asked when a population satur ation  level will be reached to make it uncom

fortable for Californians  to live here, Luten grinned and repl ied: “Oh. about 

10 million.”

[F ro m  th e Lo s An ge les  Ti m es ]

I ncreased S mog T hr eat to P rep Sports Act ivities  

(By Earl  Gustkey)

“Attention, all stud ents ! The current ozone reading is 0.37. Today’s track  

meet is postponed.”
A pr ank? No. It ’s an announcement tha t students in almost 50 Southern Cali

fornia schools may soon be hearing frequently. Athletic events will be smogged 

out as well as rained out because doctors are becoming increasing worried about  

the effects of polluted ai r on athletes.
A year ago. the Los Angeles County Medical Association unanimously passed 

a resolution sta ting, in p a rt :
“Smog is an increasing  healt h hazard  which may seriously affect the lungs of 

young people, and the committee on environmental health  of the LACMA strongly 

recommends tha t when the forecast concentration of ozone (oxidents) in the 

atmosphere reaches 0.35 parts  per million, students should be excused from 

strenuous indoor and  outdoor activ ities.”
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SERIOUS HAZARD

Alarmed, Ken Pagans, commissioner o f the 441-school California In ters cho last ic Fede ration, appointed Ken Bullock, San Mar ino High School p rinc ipal,  to head a committee to in vestiga te the problem.
Bullock’s committee met first with  the, Los Angeles Air Pollu tion Control Distri ct  and then with  the coun ty’s environmental h eal th committee.
“We came awa y from those meetings feel ing th at  we should consider smog as a very serious hazar d to not just our  ath letes but  to all our studen ts,” said Bullock.
The LACMA warning, he said, also refer red to physical educa tion classes.Athle tes and  studen ts in physical educ ation classes have complained for  years  abo ut smog-produced burning throats and  labored brea thing. But u nti l the  medical association warning there was no widespread dis tress among school  officials.Now, F agans says he will advise all CIF  schools “to be p repa red nex t yea r to cope with  ath let ic postponements due  to smog.”
Postponements due to smog are not new in the CIF, accord ing to the  commissioner. Some events have been called off by local school author ities. Bu t now, he says, “we have a method of knowing ju st  when ath leti cs or physical education  should  not be conducted.”
The method is  a Hoagan-Sm it-Bradley ozone detec tion device, an inexpensive ($2 per  tes t) means of measuring  smog. According to Rober t Barsky, deputy ai r pollution control officer of the APCD, any  high school chemistry teache r can ope rate  the  system.
The device co nsist s of special  compounded rubber  str ips  which a re  sensitized  to ozone and  packaged in air tig ht  conta iners. A st rip  is  exposed to the air , observed thro ugh  a jew eler’s eyepiece and  timed with a stopwatch. The time  it takes for the  ozone in the  ai r to make the  rubber  st art  crac king  indicates the  ozone concentration. The  actual  figure is ca lculated  by using a ch art .
Bullock’s committee will soon recommend th at  all CIF schools obtain  the device.
Smog-belt schools like San Marino. Arcadia , and San Gabrie l are  p art icu lar ly concerned abo ut the problem, says  Fagans. All Rio Hondo League B football games las t season were  switched  from dayt ime kickoffs to  5 :45 p.m. to ta ke  advantage of lower nigh ttime ozone readin gs. Class C games were moved from 3 to 4 p.m.
Dr. Clark Lauder, a team phys ician  fo r A rcad ia High, says he was  happy to see the  CIF display a larm .
"With a heavy ozone count, you don’t get  proper amounts of oxygen and you can’t oxygenate you r muscles prop erly  when engaged in exercise, and the  hard er you b reathe you breathe th e more pollutants  you’re inha ling—th at  has to  be causing some kind of  damage,” sa id Dr. Lauder.
An at tem pt was made in the ear ly 1960’s to determ ine if smog actu ally  reduced an ath let e’s per formance. The investiga tion, supported  by the U.S. Publ ic Hea lth Service, conc entrated  on cross-country  and tra ck  runners at  San Marino  High from 1959 to 1964.
The findings, published In th e Jou rna l of the American Medical Associat ion in 1967, weren 't conclusive, but did suggest th at  smog hampers long d istan ce runn ing performance.

OXIDANT LEVEL

“The fou r meets in which the average  tea m time did not improve were  the  fou r worst days of the serie s for a ir  pollu tion as measured by ox idant level in the hour before the r ace ,” the  rep ort said.
The report also  stated, “The perc ent of team members who failed to improve their  performance  is highly corr elated to the  level of oxid ant in the  ai r.”Dr. Hurley Motley, who helped write  LACMA’s warning a year ago, admits that  doctors are worried about the cum ula tive  effects of smog on ath letes and physical education  students.
“An athl ete,  depending on what activ ity  he’s par tic ipa ting in, can brea the up to five times harder than norm al and  th at  means  he’s inha ling  five t imes  as many irr ita nts. We ju st  are n’t sure  what long-range effects this migh t have on our young people, bu t i t’s not doing their lungs a ny good.”
Indoor sports like basketbal l will also  be subj ect to postponement because the medical association said  it  believes the re isn ’t much difference between indoor and outdoor ozone density.

*

A
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Q U IC K  COM M U NIC A TI O N

Tlie 18 Los Angeles city schools are prepared to eliminate  vigorous activities 
from the ir PE programs on sho rt notice  and to postpone ath let ic events. So far , 
however, the  only two smog-alert days since Jul y were nonschool days.

The L.A. schools are connected with the  APCD via a radio netw ork and  can 
be notified of a smog al ert  within  minutes.

Apparently , no othe r met ropo litan are a has L.A.’s problem. San Francisco  
and  San Diego sections of the GIF repo rted they  were not  concerned over ai r 
pollution in connection w ith high school a thletic an d PE programs.

[F ro m  th e C hri st ia n  Sc ienc e M on ito r, Nov. 22, 19 69 ]

C onf er ee s H ea r Spen din g  P le a— B iolo gist  W ar ns  Ca lif orn ia  
To P oli ce  I ts  E n vir onm ent  

(By Kinunis Hendrick)
An expert in environmental sciences has  cha llenged Cal iforn ia to tak e immedi

ate  drasti c, even expens ive steps to  clean up it s ai r. res tore  ba lance to  it s l and  use, 
and  stop  the  pollution of i ts w ate r resources.

I t’s not too late—but almost,  declares Dr. Ba rry  Commoner, director of the  
Center for the  Biology of Na tur al Systems, Wash ington University , and  autho r 
of “Science and Surv ival. ”

“Why wait for  Detroi t to rescue you?” Dr. Commoner asked the Cal iforn ia 
leaders attend ing  Gov. Ronald Reaga n’s 2-day conference on Califo rnia’s chang
ing environm ent.

“You have  the resource s; you need to use them ,” charged Dr. Commoner, 
expressing an opinion heard throughout conference sessions th at  pollution was 
gett ing a lot of lipservice—as it has in the  past—with lit tle  actio n likely.

(Even so, Governor Reagan opened the conference by pledging h is adminis tra 
tion to vigorous antip ollution and  stro ng save-tlie-environment programs, citing  
considerab le efforts already in pro gre ss. )

in ju n c t io n  so ught by  aci.u

Concurren tly, the  American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) of Southern Cali
forn ia was applying  to the  Supreme Cour t of the United Sta tes  for  an injunc
tion to stop the  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers from allowing thr ee  big oil com
panie s to s ta rt  new d rilling in the  S anta Ba rbara  Channel.

This  was the newest attempt by the  ACLU to find out  w hether  A mericans can 
get help from the  courts for  pro tecting  the na tural envi ronment from ind ust ria l 
destruction .

At the  opening conference session, Secreta ry of the In ter ior  Walt er J. Ilick el 
stres sed to newsmen his departm ent’s dete rmination to allow no fu rthe r new 
dril ling  in the Santa  Barb ara  Channel.

The very nex t day, ACLU attorney A1 Wir in was  pointing out to reporte rs 
that  the  Army Engineers—on thei r own autho rity —have gra nte d dri llin g per
mission. Marvin Levine, Santa  Ba rbara  County depu ty coun ty counsel, com
mented  th at  the  Santa Ba rba ra offshore oil problem has  been tossed  back and 
for th for  months now “like a foo tba ll” between the  Army Eng inee rs and  the 
In ter ior  Depa rtment.

Dr. Commoner put  the envi ronm enta l problem facin g thi s Sta te as  fa r more 
fundam ental than solving the  Santa  Barba ra oil difficulty, bad as th at  is. He 
defined .it in term s of  the fac t th at  both the Nation and  the  Sta te, both su
perbly equipped with  know-how to solve it, have ju st  cut resear ch fun ds to the 
bone. Dr. Commoner’s word for  thi s was “tragedy.”

If  the  tone of the conference was th at  Cal ifornia’s envi ronm ent can be saved 
by laws—and  Governor Reagan appeared to be looking for suppor t for  a tougher 
legis lative att ack on the whole pollution front—Dr. Commoner’s con tribu tion 
was to fav or spending more money.

He pointed out that  Cali forn ia, tha nks to agricultura l and urban technology, 
has become “one of the  richest places on the  surface of the  ea rth .” Bu t as an 
example of the  cost incu rred  by a resu lting na tura l imbalance, he cited  the  re
cently  released Kaiser Engineers' report on the San Francisco Bay-Delta wa ter  
qua lity  control program.
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It  proposes a system for  control ling the bad  effects of presen t agricult ura l 
prac tices on that  w ater  system, which over a  50-year period, would cost about $5 
billion.

TECHNICAL HOPE OUTLINED

Dr. Commoner described Cali forn ia’s ecological situatio n in words like  “grim ” 
and “alar min g.” Bu t he said  the Sta te probably has  a generation—not much 
time, but enough if  it acts  quickly—to undo most of th e damage .

Mr. Reuss. The subcommittee will now stand  in recess until  10 
o’clock tomorrow morning, in this room, when we will hear from the 
American Fores try Association, the American  In stitute  of Architects, *■>
the American Public Health  Association, and the National Parks 
Association.

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a.m., the subcommittee was recessed, to re
convene at 10 a.m., Tuesday, February 3,1969.) *



TH E ENV IRONMENT AL DECADE 

(Ac tion  Prop osals  for  th e 1970’s)

TU ESD A Y , F E B R U A R Y  3, 19 70

H ouse of Representatives,
Conservation and Natural Resources Subcommittee

of the Comm ittee on Government  Operations,
Washin gto n, D.G.

The subcommittee met at 10:05 a.m., in room 2154, Rayburn House 
Office Building, Hon. Henry  S. Reuss (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding.

Present: Representatives Henry S. Reuss, Jim  Wrigh t, Guy Vander 
Jag t, and Gilbert Gude.

Staff members present: Phineas Indritz,  chief counsel, Josephine 
Scheiber, research analyst ; and J.  P. Carlson, minority counsel, Com
mittee on Government Operations.

Mr. Reuss. Good morning.
The House Conservation Subcommittee will be in order  for a con

tinua tion of its series of hearings on “The Environmental Decade 
(Action Proposals for the 1970’s) .”

This morning we have at the witness table a blue ribbon panel con
sisting of Dr. P. Walton Purdom, president-elect of the American 
Public H ealth  Association; Mr. Anthony Wayne Smith , president and 
general counsel of the National Parks Association; and Mr. Kenneth 
B. Pomeroy, chief forester of the American Forestry Association.

From  the American Ins titu te of Architects, Mr. Rex Whitaker 
Allen of San Francisco, pre sident ; accompanied by Mr.  Donald Wil- 
liams, chairman of the  committee on regional development and natura l 
resources of the AIA, and fur the r accompanied by Mr. James A. Velt- 
man of Philadelphia.

You are all most welcome, gentlemen. You have given us very com
prehensive statements which under the rule will be admitted  in full 
into the record. I  will now ask each of you to proceed in his own way. 
Either  give that  statement or summarize it or go beyond i t and a t the 
conclusion of your testimony, I and other  members of the subcom
mittee who are expected momentarily will have some questions to ask.

Dr. Purdom, would you proceed first ?

STATEM ENT  OF DR. P. W. PURDOM, PRESIDE NT-EL ECT, AMERICAN 
PUB LIC  HE AL TH  ASSOCIATION

Dr. P urdom. Mr. Chairman, my name is Paul  Walton Purdom.
I am a professional engineer and a diplomate  of the American 

Academy of Environmenta l Engineers, having formerly served as 
chairman of the board of trustees.

(41)
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I am the director of the  Center for the Study of the  Environment 
and professor of environmental engineering at the Drexel Inst itute  
of Technology in Philadelphia.  Today, I am here as the president
elect of the American Public Hea lth Association, speaking on behalf 
of 25,000 members and its affiliated associations.

W e are an organization of prim arily  professional persons engaged 
in all sorts of activities aimed at enhancing and protect ing the heal th 
of man. Our concept of health is broad and inclusive, a concern for 
the whole man, embracing all aspects of physical and mental health 
and well-being.

Our members consider the present mismanagement of the environ
ment to be one of the most serious threa ts to man's health and well
being in this decade. Never before in history has man had  the capacity 
to modify his environment as today.

What we need is the wisdom and determination to establish and 
enforce the priorities to construct  an environment tha t will enhance 
man’s efficiency and the quality of life.

Many of our  current environmental problems stem from the growth 
and concentration of our populat ion, urbanization, industr ialization, 
the rapid  development of technology, and man's increasing needs re
lated to his ris ing standard of living. In fact, man, himself, is one of 
our major environmental problems—both his increasing numbers and 
his activities and waste products.

According to the Committee on Resources and Man of the National 
Academy of Science—National Research Council (1969), the popu
lation of the world is doubling at a current rate of about every 35 years. 
This means that , by the year 2000, urban facilities equivalent to  those 
already in existence will be required for the developed world and even 
more for undeveloped portions. Projections  for the United States 
for the year 2000 suggest a population of over 300 million.

The implications  for environmental quality are staggering. The 
fragmented approaches and incremental improvements in efficiencies 
employed today are utte rly incapable of handl ing the sheer magnitude 
of the problems of future years. Envi ronmenta l quality must be viewed 
from the standpoint of the total biosphere and its many complex inter 
relationships as they relate to the public’s interest. These points are 
illus trated by two examples:

1. HOUSING AND THE RESIDE NTIAL ENV IRONMENT

The quality  of housing and the residential environment is one of 
of the most critical human problems of our country, affecting phys
ical and mental health and social well-being. Many homes of urban and 
rural poor are lacking in the simple fundamental physical require
ments, hut we have not begun to scientifically determine the criteria 
to maximize the mental health of the persons living in the densely 
populated cities.

For  the projected population densities, new approaches to urban 
design for people to  meet the physical, mental and social needs for 
human development are required. Decisions concerning land use, trans
portation, spatial arrangements, density of pollution sources, et cetera, 
must all consider the impact on environmental quality if ou r youth are 
to have a place to develop the ir mental and physical capabilities.
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From limited studies and intuitive  reasoning, we recognize noise, 
overcrowding, lack of privacy when needed, and other factors, as 
contributing to the stress of urban life. Monotonous and depressing 
vistas and lack of recreational facilities fail to provide a stimulus for 
mental and physical development.

There are many Federa l activities regarding  housing which, if 
redirected, could have a tremendous impact on housing quality. For 
example, housing quality standards could be incorporated  in  the wel
fare programs.

** There is also a large, local reservoir of human resources in these
cities tha t has been virtually unused in current efforts to improve 
environmental quality.

* 2.  W AST E AN D PO LLU TIO N

Tha t Lake Erie  “died” right before our eyes was distressing, but 
even more shocking is th at we did not seem to be aware of what was 
going on until the damage was irreversible.

To prevent more “Lake Fries,” “Donoras,” “New York Thanksgiv
ing weekends” tha t degrade the environment and kill the people, we 
urgently need a “crash” nat ional program to curb all types of pollu
tion. The effects of pollu tants,  not separately and individually, but col
lectively in total, should be carefully  evaluated before being released 
in the environment.

We are just realizing  the  folly of try ing  to use what has been 
called the “natural assimilative capacity” or the “natural adaptation 
of man” in disposing of waste products. The cost in human values 
is unbearable and threatens l ife as we know it.

The increase and concentration of population, the scale of indus
tri al production, and the standard  of living with its “convenience” 
items have given new’ dimensions to waste disposal. The magnitude 
overloads the natu ral systems. The changes are too rapid and too 
grea t for evolutionary adaption. We forget  t hat  the law of conserva
tion of m atter  suggests tha t a waste once generated will persist in the 
environment. Too often, present pollution  control results in the con
version of a waste problem from one form to another—air to water, 
water to land, or land to air, and so on.

Our present incremental and fragmented approach will leave us with 
JK an overburdened environment. A new concept of zero pollutant dis

charge is required. We have already seen instances where increasing 
efficiencies of treatment from 50 percent to 85, to 95, to 99, to 99.5 still 
results in environmental degradation because of the magnitude and 
effect of the remaining pollution.

Federa l incentives and research should be aimed first at developing 
systems and processes with no pollution. Next pr ior ity  should be given 
to recovery, recycling and reuse of liquid, gaseous, and solid products, 
now considered wastes, but which are really resources in the wrong 
place and in an undesirable form.

Finally, if a waste is unavoidable it should be biodegradable or 
acceptable in the environment without harm to the ecology.

There are many other environmental and health  relationships which 
could be enumerated. I  have  not mentioned food and hunger, the qual
ity of public water supplies, the hazards of occupations, ionizing radia-

44 -3 15— 70------ 4
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tion, the control of the insect carriers of disease, and a host of other 
concerns. T hat  they were not  discussed in detail should not be taken 
to devalue thei r importance.

Rather than develop such a list, I  would like to consider some 
means of assuring a healthy environment for man. The American 
Public  Health Association suggests the following are impor tan t:

(1) Emphasis should be placed on “action now,’’ to apply existing
knowledge and technology to produce a safe, healthy, and desirable 
quality of environment. The development of abundant and cheaper 
sources of energy will be important to recycling and reuse. r

(2) Educational and re training  programs for teachers in elementary
and secondary schools concerning environmental problems should be 
institu ted so the public as a whole will be informed on environmental 
matters.  Vocational and inservice training of the operators  of pollution *
control systems should be expanded. There will be an increasing need
for the education of engineers and scientists to solve problems, research 
and design new systems.

(3) The public needs to be involved in decisions concerning the en
vironment. One mechanism already exists but is currently under 
utilized fo r environmental problem solving. This is the Office of Com
prehensive Health Planning which must be moved to the Office of the 
Secretary  of Heal th, Education, and Welfare, or the Under  Secretary, 
if the environment is ever to receive equal attention.

(4) Research will continue to be urgently needed to  better under
stand the man-environment interactions,  to formulate solutions to 
problems, and to find more effective systems for  large numbers of peo
ple to live in close proxim ity without  the impairm ent of health and 
the destruction of human values.

(5) Finally, one must realize tha t the administrative setting  will 
determine if man’s health will receive paramount consideration in the 
implementation of the laws of Congress and the adminis tration of 
programs. The American Publ ic Health  Association believes this will 
be best accomplished by crea ting a new Federal Department of Hea lth 
with responsibility for both personal and environmental health. Even 
now, a strengthened and more vigorous Environmental H ealth  Service 
could be created within the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare.  Our concern is that , whatever the setting, man’s health receive 
prim ary attention.

The scope of present thinking would mean tha t the total ecology 4
would have to be considered in order to preserve and protect man.
As the National Research Council suggests, we should realize that  man 
is the  most powerful influence in the environment, its greatest hazard, 
and its most precious resource.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Dr. Purdom.
Would you proceed, Mr. Smith? We will ask all the panelists to 

present thei r testimony and then sta rt our questions.

STATEMENT OF ANTHONY WAYNE SMITH, PRESIDE NT AND GEN
ERAL COUNSEL, NATIONAL PARKS ASSOCIATION

Mr. Smith. My name is Anthony Wayne Smith. I am presiden t and 
general counsel to the National Parks Association, 1701 18th S treet,
NW., Washington, D.C. I  apprecia te the official invita tion of this 
subcommittee to testify on the matters before it.
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I submit separa te statements identifyin g the association and myself 
more fully.

(Note.—The attachments are in the subcommittee files.)
Addressing  myself to your  question No. 1—I assume that  the mem

bers of the committee have the questions before them, but I  can repeat 
them if you wish—The President,  in my opinion, shorn d—

(1) Make vigorous use of the new Council on Environmental 
Quality.

(2) Use presidential authority to stop any Federal or Federal- 
aid programs questioned by the CEQ as potentia lly injurious to 
the environment unt il thorough investigat ions can be made and 
public hearings have been held.

When the legislation establishing CEQ  was under  consideration, 
we recommended in testimony given on invitat ion tha t a stop order 
authority  be included because you have a great many things going on 
which are going to need very thorough investigation by this Council. 
And the President probably  has authority  to  stop most of  them, but 
maybe he doesn’t. For example, we have a thoroughly atrocious pro
gram going on in the Potomac River Basin under the aegis of the 
Army  Engineers.

Unti l the  Council gets a chance to look at tha t, the President should 
have autho rity to stop it. I  don’t believe he does.

(3) Seek, accept, and utilize greatly enlarged funds for en
vironmental and conservation programs.

This would seem to us to mean whatever legislation is needed to 
increase the staff. Such legislation has been introduced.

(4) Pu t the mil itary personnel of the Army Engineers  back 
in mili tary  service and tran sfer  the civilian staff to the Federa l 
Water and National Ai r Pollut ion Control Administ rations.

We wanted to emphasize thi s: Pu t the mili tary  personnel of the 
Army  Engineers back in milit ary service and tran sfer the civilian 
staff to  the Water and Ai r Pollut ion Control Adminis trations .

This has been something th at  conservationists and people in general 
have been living with for  a long time, with the Army Engineers  
completely out  of control, apparently , as f ar  as the President of the 
United States is concerned.

Recommendations are now before the Public  Works Committees 
for the construction of reservoirs on the Potomac which large num
bers of people have been opposing for years. No endorsement, even 
by the Secretary of the Army, no endorsement by the Bureau of the 
Budget, when it was last  understood that the administration was 
opposed to them.

This is a serious question of Government operations which it  seems 
to me, Mr. Chairman, is within the purview of the subcommittee. 
And if this subcommittee could undertake an investigation of this 
problem of the Army Engineers, there  would be literal ly millions 
of Americans who would be grateful  to you for doing so.

I t is an extremely bad governmental structure, in which there  is no 
centralized or integrated  planning authority  in the executive branch 
at all.

Question No. 2—The Federal Government generally  should—
(1) Ha lt its big dam building activities and substitute the 

complete prevention of pollution of all our s treams and rivers.
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(2) Revise the nat ional transporta tion policy completely, look
ing toward the reduction of highway and air transpor tation and 
gett ing back to the rails.

(3) Init iate  indus trial  plan t size and location policies, looking 
toward smaller industria l establishments in smaller and more 
widely dis tributed communities.

This is one defense against too heavy urbanization in huge metro
politan  areas which are becoming uninhabitable.

(4) Move ahead rapid ly with and expand the existing  programs 
for  air and water pollution control, and get going with a noise 
abatement program. (Getting  pollution under control means mu
nicipalities,  industries, pesticides, herbicides, fertilize rs, deter
gents, silt, noise, heat, and radioactivity.)

(5) Establish agencies and procedures for a complete recycling 
system with respect to solid wastes. Steel scrap should go back 
to the mil ls; the same fo r aluminum. Glass containers should be 
returned and ground up for  new glass. Paper should be reproc
essed. Find out what to do about plastics.

You can't burn plastics, because some of them won’t burn. This is 
atmospheric pollution. You can’t recycle them as far as I know, so 
you have a problem.

If  priva te indust ry cannot do this  work, a Government salvage 
corporation  should be created. A little imagination will indicate all 
sorts of  sticks and carrots which can be used. With respect to sewage, 
methods a re available for gett ing effluents out onto the land and into 
the woods as fertilizers. Why are they not used ?

Experimental work has been done up at Pennsylvania State 
University, but nobody pays attention to it.

(6) Develop an energy program which will move us rapidly 
through conventional nuclear  to fast-breeder plants, and toward 
fusion.

It  looks as if we are in a real b ind on this energy matter. There may 
be no very satisfac tory solution to it. If  we can get over to fusion, 
maybe, but this will present problems too.

(7) For  the protection of the national park  system, develop 
coordinated large regional planning for the dispersion of crowds 
into much wider areas, and the elimination of the private auto
mobile from the parks.

This is a program the National Parks Association and others have 
pressed upon the previous admin istration. It  seems to get lipservice, 
but no action.

(8) In forestry, initia te ecological forestry  practices on public 
and priva te land everywhere, by regulation if necessary.

Tha t is a statement which is so sweeping I can’t possibly—-it doesn't 
mean anyth ing in one sentence like that.

(9) The pending so-called timber supply bill should be re
jected. It  looks toward an improv ident overcu tting of national 
forests under the pretext of  a homebuilding emergency; the short
ages of lumber are fictitious; the emergency is caused by other 
factors. There is a grave failure  of coordination among Federal 
agencies on this issue, which should become a major concern of 
this  subcommittee.
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(Note.—The timber supply bill (H.R. 12025) was g ranted a rule 
(H. Res. 799), but the rule failed passage by the House of Repre
sentatives on February 26, 1970.)

(10) In wildlife, strengthen Federa l laws for the protection 
and restoration of endangered species, and not merely game ani
mals, and includ ing predators.

(11) The wildlife management bill (S. 1232), which has 
passed the  Senate and is pending in the House, grieviously dis
tort s the true and proper relationship of the Federa l and State 
governments in wildlife management.

(Note.—S. 1232 passed the Senate on December 8, 1969. I t has been 
referred to the House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 
That Committee has not yet acted on the bill.)

It  should be rejected by the House, and if passed, should be vetoed 
by the President. It  gives the States  unrestr icted manageria l control 
over all wildlife within their boundaries. This means the State  game 
commissions, which are primarily concerned with hunting, and are 
not competent to protect endangered species, nor to protect nonhunt- 
ing areas like State and national  parks. Federa l policies preventing  
hunting  in national park s must be safeguarded; Federa l authority  to 
regulate  hunting on all Federa l public land should be confirmed; the  
statement of history, policy, and law set forth  in the bill is incorrect.

(12) Create machinery for the protection and restoration of 
endangered species of plants and insects.

(13) Get a g rip on the pesticide and herbicide problem; move 
over from hard to soft pesticides and from there to biological con
trols, bearing in mind tha t most insects and weeds (the wild 
flowers are  weeds) should also be preserved.

(14) Develop abundant outdoor recreational facilities, both in
side and outside the cities, keeping such facilities simple and 
natural, because people wish to escape the artificial environment.

(15) Evolve policies and programs for the restoration and 
protection of the scenic environment everywhere; around the 
cities, good landscaping; in the country, the naturally beautifu l 
cultivated farmlands and woodlands; in more distant regions, 
the wilderness of river and mountain.

(16) Foster programs developed in recent years fo r protecting 
wild rivers and estuaries, and for a national system of trail s for hiking  and horseback riding.

(17) Get the private automobile under control ; the auto can be 
a fine servant, but has been a tyrannical  master. This means a 
switch-over to electric cars, a cutback on personal cars in favor 
of multipassenger  coaches, and in favor of rail transportation; 
and within the cities, underground and overhead parking,  and 
holding suburban traffic at the city limits, with mass transportation downtown.

(18) A basic revision of U.S. budget policy is essential. Rev
enues being poured into highways, airports, and big dams must 
be redirected to environmental protection and restoration,  as well 
as to the complete renovation of our central cities.

(19) Long-term financing of public projects has its place bu t 
it makes no sense to finance big roads, a irports, and dams out of

.current  appropriation s and pin the cost of environmental pro-
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grams on future generations. This need is for a reallocation of 
public money now being spent on bad programs, making it avail
able for good ones.

(20) The principal field in  which long-term capita l financing 
might be desirable is in public land acquisition. A nationa l land 
bank would be desirable, funded by U.S. Government bonds, hav
ing purchasing and lending au thority to facilita te the  acquisition 
of land by the Federal, State and local governments.

The land would be for recreational, forest, wildlife, wilderness, 
open space, and scenic protection. Much wider use should be made of 
covenants running with the land  in perpetuity (the so-called scenic 
easements), whereby land and open space can be protected while 
owners may continue in farm ing and woodlot operation. Purchases 
should also be made of surplus  fa rm lands on a voluntary seller basis, 
without the use of eminent domain, to assist farmers  desiring to  r e
tire  from fa rming, reduce crop surpluses, and protect  agricultural land 
against  futu re need.

My biographical notes show that I am a commercial dairyman, and 
have been such for some 15 or 16 years in Pennsylvania : so that  I  am 
speaking in this connection as a farmer,  a dairyman, with practical 
experience.

(21) We have inadequate information about the probable rec
ommendations of the  Public  Land Law Review Commission. The 
important  thing at this juncture in American history  is to get 
more land into public ownership, not to give public land away. 
These matters would app ear to be of concern to this subcommittee.

I wanted to add one other comment on tha t point  on a slightly 
different matter. Call it point  22:

We have a problem in Government operations of enforcement of 
Government mandates. This business of the big jetp ort  in Flor ida: I 
was cochairman of the Everglades Coalition which had to move in and 
get tha t jetport down there stopped.

That jetp ort had gone ahead because in two adminis trations  the 
Transpor tation Act had been violated by the Federal Aviation Ad
minis tration, and the Associate Solicitor of the Depar tment  of the In 
terior had rendered an opinion to that effect. Tha t is not an out
sider’s opinion.

So the question arises: Wh at about this? You lay down in legis
lation  a specific mandate that  the Federal Aviation Administration 
is not to give Federal assistance to projects which destroy the parks 
and recreational facilities and the environment. Th at is not the lan
guage, bu t th at is the effect of it. They do it anyway. They give them 
$500,000 to get started.

They give them personnel at the airports.  They pay thei r way all 
along the line. They let the Dade County Port Authori ty put $14 
million into tha t project. At tha t point priva te organizations had to 
come in and say, “Look, you are vio lating  the law. Stop it.” And they 
did. But there was no criminal penaltv  attached to tha t action, and 
if we had gone into court as we nlann°d  to do on that question, we 
would probably have had serious problems of proof  involved and 
grea t expense.

We have another example which may be coming up. You have just 
passed the Endangered Species Conservation Act, which authorizes



49

$200,000 fo r an interna tional conference on the question of extending 
these safeguards  on an international basis.

We are now advised th at the Department of the Inte rior  does not 
intend to use that authority, and is negotia ting for pr ivate discussions 
here. Now the  law is specific. It  says “shall .” Shall undertake to con
vene a ministerial conference. Only a ministe rial conference can get 
this thin g out on the level of discussion that it needs to have.

The question tha t I  am ra ising —and it is a question o f Government 
operations—is how do we enforce these mandates ?

Question 3: The CEQ will provide great ly improved coordinating 
machinery. The problem is really not coordination, but the purposes 
for which coordination would be used.

We attach  a lot of mystique to the notion of coordination. Coordi
nation is desirable. Efficient coordination for evil purposes, however, 
would l ê evil; an effective formula tion of purposes will in it self con
tribute to good coordination.

Question 4: The cost of a comprehensive environmental program 
will be very great. The budget should be cu t at other places.

Question 5: We could get more public partic ipation if the agencies 
held more public hearings and were more responsive to testimony 
produced by the public.

Question 6: The answer is essentially th e same. Many conservation 
organizations will now channel complaints to the CEQ. I f th at council 
does not respond effectively, the public will demand something better.

Question 7: To some extent the courts can be used to help protect 
the environment; but basically the public responsibi lity must be dis
charged by the executive b ranch, prodded and financed by Congress. 
Access to the courts in terms of standing to sue and consent to be 
sued could be facilitated by legislation.

Legislation of this kind has been developed in bits and pieces, and 
the courts themselves have been expanding thei r doctrines of standing 
to sue and consent to be sued.

But this  could be fac ilitated greatly  by legislation giving  interested 
parties  a  ri ght to  s tanding in the Federal courts in actions to enforce 
Federal law, let’s say, and to provide other safeguards of the kind 
tha t are being brought into court. You are h it always w ith the tech
nical doctrines of standing to sue and suit agains t the U nited States, 
lack of consent to  be sued, and so forth. They are not realistic  doc
trines  and the  merits of the  cases are usually decided behind the  front  
of these doctrines.

Question 8: Many of the Federa l gran t programs are good—for ex
ample, recreation, soil conservation, and pollution control—but they 
are only gett ing started  and will need additional powers and much 
more money.

Now, without reference to questions, the environmental problem is 
interna tional. The nations should establish a World  Council on E n
vironmental Quality by multi lateral convention. This would be an 
agency on the struc tural level of the Food and Agriculture  Organiza
tion or the World  Health  Organiza tion. Perhaps such a development 
may result from the United Nations  Conference on the Environment 
scheduled for 1972.

If  public officials really wish the support of the  private conservation 
organizations in pushing good environmental programs—and here I
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permit  organizations financed by contributions to engage in relevant 
legislative activity. Trade  associations, labor  organizations, farm or
ganizations, have such freedom; the nonprofit public-service organiza
tions—concerned not with priva te profit, nor even p rivate property 
interests, but with the public interest—should be freed to make the ir 
distinctive  contributions to Congress.

The Government must evolve an effective population program. This 
means more than helping 5 million indigent  women; i t means helping 
to establish standards of family  size, which everyone can understand 
and follow. The rule of no more than two children must become funda
mental and must be embedded in morality  and custom everywhere.

Tha t standard  is sta tistica lly necessary, I am sure you realize, and 
the statement is not just a statement  made in thin air. It  can be sup
ported as the necessary policy which must be established beginning 
in th is country.

The Government can help in many ways—by clinics, tax adjust
ments, and the like—but the main work has to be done by the  people 
of the United States themselves through thei r voluntary organiza
tions, their democratically controlled school systems, and their  
churches. The Government, including Congress, needs to  create the 
climate.

Plan ning  for public works should be directed toward  a short-term 
increase in population, followed by a f airly  quick stabilization and a 
trend  toward reduction.

The assumption t ha t our population will go on expanding forever 
is incorrect. It  can't. The American people know better. I t is not going 
to go on expanding forever.

This  assumes the general acceptance of a rule of  not more than two 
children in family planning. It  assumes that  the American people are 
a highly  intelligent, well-intentioned,  and well-educated Nation, which 
is the  t ruth, and that when enough people understand the facts, they 
will act accordingly. Planning for an everlasting growth in the econ
omy and population is absurd.

We need to revise our basic national philosophy about an expanding 
economy. The gross national product  does not necessarily measure the 
good life. We should be working toward a contraction of the economy 
in some areas, an expansion in others; in other  words, a differential 
stabilization, geared to genuine human needs.

With respect to the distribution  of responsibilities, the legislation 
which has evolved during  the last decade or so on pollution, recrea
tion, watershed management, and the like, has usually taken the form 
of having the Federal Government establish standards in consultation 
with the States,  or having the Sta tes present programs for the approval 
of the Federa l Government, followed by very substantial financial 
assistance from the Federal Government to the States and localities. 
This is a good democratic system with a rational measure of both de
centralization and coordination. State  and local initiative and part ici
pation must be encouraged because these problems cannot be solved 
at the Federa l level alone. Indeed, a large par t of the problem is to 
stop Federal assistance to construction programs which are destructive 
to the environment and the people who inhabit it.
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Many of these questions are go ing to be settled by the young people 
of this country, who are going to live a long time with the present 
mess. Those Senators and Congressmen who have encouraged the 
teach-ins and o ther youth  activity should be commended. We hope to  
lend our assistance to these activities if invited.

Allow us to  commend you also on the call for the Environmental 
Decade. It  is a good name for the decade, because unless we ge t our 
environmental problems under control, it  may be the last decade.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Smith.
* Mr. Pomeroy ?

STATEMENT OF KENNETH B. POMEROY, CHIEF FORESTER, 
AMERICAN FORESTRY ASSOCIATION

ft
Mr. Pomeroy. I am Kenneth B. Pomeroy, chief forester of the 

American Fores try Association. The members of our organization are 
pleased th at an action program for the Environmental Decade of the 
1970’s is being considered now. We pledge our assistance and coopera- 
tion in this vital undertaking.

People have known for a long time th at trees have important bene
ficial influences upon man’s environment. Perhaps the easiest way to 
describe th is is to tur n to this cartoon which shows trees and people 
hand in hand. They give us clean water, provide food, give shade and 
protection, give products, they give us recreation. Trees provide homes 
for wildlife. They create beauty and bring us joy. I have had many 
letters  from members of the association about this cartoon since it 
came out asking i f we had posters, if we had slides that they could use. 
It  has attracted a grea t deal of attention.

Trees help purify the a ir by filtering out particles, absorbing carbon 
dioxide and releasing oxygen. They retu rn moisture  to the atmosphere. 
They deaden sound and moderate strong  winds. They provide shade 
for a microclimate in which tiny organisms convert dead leaves and 
twigs to usable material for new plants.

The present pressing need for an action program stems from the 
fact tha t most people take the ir environment for granted  and do noth
ing constructive about it until it is too late. F ortunate ly there still is 
time to improve the environment in America and the Congress of the 
United States is the right body to do something about it. The Congress 
can marshall the facts, weigh the evidence, decide who is best equipped 
to do what, allocate funds, coordinate activities, and evaluate results.

In view of the many important direct effects that trees have upon 
the environment, I would like to present some of the key recommenda
tions contained in “A Conservation P rogram for American Forestry.” 
This program was developed by 40 of the leading scientists in the 
country and was endorsed almost unanimously bv the members of 
our association.

Fores t conservation involves eight major  areas, of which four are 
directly  related to the environment in one way or another.

I . PR OT EC TI ON

The protection of forest,  range, and watershed lands against damage 
by destructive agencies is basic to long-range management. About 21 
million acres of forest land are completely unprotected from fire. Only
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par tial  protection is provided for 240 million acres. In  addition, about 
500 million acres of  rura l land, lying outside of recognized forest 
boundaries, receives little protection.

We recommend—
(1) That the Federal share of cooperative forest fire protection 

be brou ght up to the fu ll authorization of $20 million annually as 
provided in section 2 of the Clarke-McNary Act.

(2) Tha t a national  wildfire disaster fund of $10 million be 
established, as proposed in H.R. 11597.

(3) Tha t a rural  fire law be enacted as proposed in H.R. 11413. »

I I . RESOURCE MA NA GE ME NT

The maximum benefits to the economy and to society can be realized *
if forest and related lands are administered under a mult iple use con
cept of management. But millions of acres are unproductive, many 
watersheds are unmanaged, recreation potentials are not being re
alized, wildlife  habit at needs improvements, and mining upon publicly 
owned lands should be brought into harmony with other uses. At  pres
ent mining  takes precedence over all other uses.

We recommend especially—
(1) Tha t idle lands be. reforested.
(2) Tha t the Mining Law of 1872 be overhauled.

I I I . RES EARCH  AND  SURVEYS

I all phases of forest and related  land management and use, the 
continuous pursuit of new knowledge is h ighly essential.

We recommend—
(1) That forest research dealing with timber, watershed, wild

life, range, and recreat ion resources be accelerated.

IV. ASS ISTANCE TO LAN DOW NERS

Nearly 60 percent of the Nation’s commercial forest land is held by 
some 4i/> million private owners. Much of this land is managed poorly 
if at all. Yet th e environmental effects of poor forest management are 
of direct concern to all citizens.

We recommend— >
(1) Tha t advice and guidance for forest owners be provided 

on an accelerated basis.
(2) Tha t cost-sharing be provided for practices th at are in the 

public interest.
(3) Tha t long-term credit be provided.
(4) That forest insurance be provided by the Federa l Crop 

Insurance Corporation.
(5) Tha t taxes be assessed upon the productive capacity of 

forest land instead of its  speculative value fo r other purposes.
I would like to po int out some of the letters I have been receiving in 

the la st 3 weeks. A lady who lives within  easy driving distance of New 
York writes about her 125-acre property that she bought jus t so she 
would have some woods of her own to enjoy. She didn’t buy it for tim
ber production. She bought it a long time ago because she got it a t $20 
an acre. You cannot buy much land at th at price anymore. Within  the
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last  2 years  h er  ta x b ill ha s jum ped fro m $190 to  $987 annually. Now, 
th is  lad y is a widow livi ng  on a ve teran’s p ens ion an d she po int s ou t 
she ju st  c ann ot keep th a t land  t hat  way. Thi s i s a question t hat comes 
up  more a nd  more fre qu en tly  w ith  land  th a t is n ea r co mmunit ies. W ith 
respec t to  th is  one, as Congr essman Gude knows, it  ex tends all  th e w ay 
ou t to  Fr ed er ick and beyond . La nd  values  have escala ted  to  th e po in t 
where  th e tax bite is ke ep ing  th e owners fro m putt in g it  into good  
forest manag ement .

Mr . Reuss. You  would  favo r som eth ing  like  th e Wisconsin fores t 
cro p ta x law  which  su bs tant ia lly  exe mpts forest land s fro m taxa tio n 
as lon g as the y are  m aintaine d on a susta ine d bas is?

Mr . P omeroy. T hat  is cor rec t. Some type  o f l oca l ord inance , zon ing  
ordin ance,  is widely needed . In  M assa chu set ts, I  am to ld  t ha t in some 
cou nties the citizens dec ide wh at po rti on  of  t he  county is to be m ain
ta ined  p rim ar ily  as  f ore st and wh at  p ar ts  of i t are t o be fo r indu st rial  
dev elopment  and fo r urb an iz at io n; and wi th  t he  a rea s th at are  d esi g
na ted fo r con tinuou s use as forest s, the taxes are  re la ted to the pr o
ductive  capacit y of  the land . I  th in k we are  go ing to  need  more of  
th at , especially  in the Eas t.

To  con tinu e wi th  my pr ep ar ed  st at em en t: W ithi n the pa st  3 years  
two  grou ps  have been organiz ed  fo r the  specific pu rpose of  aiding  
the own ers  o f p riv ate, no nind us tri al  fo rest lan d.

Th e So uthe rn  F ores t Res ource Com mit tee , spon sored jo in tly  by  five 
fores t, farm er , a nd  t ra de  a ssociat ions, reco gnizes th a t 70 percent  mo re 
sof two od a nd  40 perc ent  more  ha rdw ood m ust  be produced by  So uthe rn  
fores ts to meet tim be r needs in the  ye ar  2000. Th e com mit tee  recom
mends  a  14-point p ro gram  of  w hich t he  two  m ost  u rg en t are  p la nt in g 
of idl e lan ds  and protec tio n fro m dama ge by fire, insects, an d 
disease.

Tre es For Peo ple , an othe r g roup  w ith  na tionw ide  oncern of which  
I  ha pp en  to be the  n at io na l chair ma n, is composed of  rep res en tat ive s 
of  con servation asso cia tion s, for est  ind ustries , lan down ers , publi c 
agencies and othe rs. Thi s gr ou p seeks to—

(1) Cr eate publi c aw'areness of  the need  fo r impro ved forest 
manag ement .

(2) Develop  inc entives to enc ourage  sound manag ement .
(3) Develop  a pp ro pr ia te  legis lat ion  a t all levels o f gove rnm ent .
(4) En courage st ro ng  resear ch pro gra ms .
(5) Make avail able knowle dge  of  impro ved pra ctices  and 

services.
Th e cu rre nt  issue of  Am eri can  Fo re st  ma gaz ine  con tains a lis t 

of  27 key  aims  and obj ect ives developed by  the Am erican  Fo re st ry  
Assoc iation and  othe r members  o f the Na tio na l Resources Council  of 
Am erica.  I  wo uld offer  th is  li st  of  27 fo r t he  recor d and I  w ould  like  to 
po in t ou t five th at  are  of  key in ter es t to th is pa rt ic ul ar  committee. 
F ir st , as a pr im ary pr inciple,  we mu st re ta in  owner ship of Fe de ra l 
lan ds, specifica lly includ ing lan ds  chie fly valuab le fo r tim be r pr o
duction  and graz ing to prov ide fo r presen t and fu tu re  hu man  needs 
since  these lan ds belong  to  all  the peop le.

Item  9. to prov ide  suffic ient funds, manpower, and au th or ity to 
ma nage th e publi c lan ds, ass ure  publi c access, and control tre spass , 
vandali sm , an d o ther u na utho riz ed  uses.

Item  11, reaffirm the pr inciple of  the mu ltiple  use act s th at the 
bes t use or  com binatio n of  uses  of  publi c lan ds  is no t to be dec ided
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on the basis of the greatest dollar  return or the maximum production of a single commodity.
Item 13, to give quality of the environment overrid ing consideration 

in deciding uses and combination of uses on public lands.
And lastly, and one we think is of great importance, to repeal the 

antiquated mining law of 1872 and replace it with the mineral leasing system. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(The 27 key aims and objectives which were p rinted in the Ja n

uary  1970 issue of American Fores t magazine, and to which Mr. Pomeroy referred , follow:)
AFA’s 27 Points

1. As a prim ary principle, we must reta in ownership of Federal  lands,  specifically including lands chiefly v alua ble for  timber production and  grazing, to provide for  present and future  human needs, since these lands belong to all of the people.
2. We mus t reta in and  complete the  nationa l forest system and  provide accelera ted  acquisit ion of inholdings for  improved management.
3. Disposal  of Federal lands  should be perm itted  only when demonstrated public needs indica te a higher public service will be achieved.
4. We mus t provide an organ ic ac t for the Bureau  of Land Management contain ing autho rity  to manage  the lands on a perm anent basis, and  reta ining the  major provisions of the  Classifica tion and Multiple-Use Act of 1964.
5. Repea l the Homestead, Deser t Land, and other acts  inconsis tent with  an organic act.
6. Make BLM lands eligible for  classi fication under the  Nation al Wilderness Act.
7. Provide BLM with  ad equate acqu isitio n and exchange auth ori ty to faci lita te consolidat ion of Federa l lan d ownership .
8. Make BLM eligible to pa rticip ate  in such programs as the  Lan d and Wa ter  Conservation Fund.
9. Prov ide sufficient funds, manpower and autho rity  to manage the  public lands , ass ure  publ ic access, and control  trespass , vanda lism, and  other una uth orized use.
10. Give high prio rity  to surveyin g and marking boundaries of Federal  lands.11. Reaffirm the  principle of the  Multiple-Use Acts th at  the  best  use or combina tion  of uses of public lands is not to be decided on the basis  of the greatest dollar ret urn or the maximum productio n of a single commodity.
12. Use a comprehensive planning and  coordina ting approach in developing and adm inis tering Federal  programs.
13. Give qua lity  of the environment over riding consideratio n in deciding uses and combinations of uses on public lands.
14. Give fish, wildlife , recreatio n, and esthetic s full  cons idera tion with  othe r value s in the use of public lands.
15. Support  and encourage Sta te and  Federal  efforts to protect and preserve  na tura l area s and rare  and endangered species.
16. Require  that  more atte ntion be given to the perpetua tion  of nongame species of fish and wuldlife on public land s in full coopera tion with Sta te fish and wildlife agencies.
17. Affirm th at  where hunting  or fishing is allowed on Fed era l lands that  it must be done wi thin  St ate  laws and  regula tions.
18. Provide for improved adm inistra tion, including expanded research  and the  appl icat ion of str ict  envi ronmen tal controls, of the  resources of the  Outer  Continen tal Shelf.
19. Repeal  the  ant iquated mining law of 1872 and replace  it with a mineral leasing system.
20. Assure  that  the United Sta tes  receives f ai r ma rke t value for  resources and services  from the public lands where collection is economically feasible , specifically including those markete d fo r p riv ate  profit.
21. Require  use of competitive bidd ing wherever possible as the  means of establ ishing f ai r m arket value fo r public lan d resources.
22. Charges should be made for rec reation al uses of public lands where substa nti al developments have been provided and regula r maintenance  and supe rvision are required.
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23. Base  all Federa l land reve nue  sha ring  with Sta te and  local governments on proper ty tax equivalents, adj ust ed  by imp arti al eva luat ion of benefits and burd ens att ributa ble  to Feder al lands with in Sta te and local jurisdict ions .24. Affirm the princip le th at  Federal  land perm ittees are  not ent itled to any equi ty or right to reim bursement at  the exp irat ion of thei r term permits .25. Enforce the  princ iple th at  the  user  of any Federal  land  resources does not at ta in  any “righ t” to the use of or intere st in the land. This  princ iple mus t be upheld at  all  costs.
26. Assure th at  jud icia l review of appea ls from local decisions rela tive  to the  protection  of public land  values should occur onljr af te r full use of exis ting  adminis tra tive appea l procedures.
27. Grant no ad ditiona l waiver of the sovereign immunity of the United States in lit iga tion of private  claims.
Mr. Ret rss. Thank you, Mr. Pomeroy.
From  the American Ins titu te of Architects, Mr. Allen.

STA TEM ENT  OF REX W HIT AKER  ALL EN,  PR ES IDEN T, TH E AM ER I
CAN INST ITUT E OF AR CH ITE CT S; ACCOMPANIED BY DONALD L.
WI LL IAMS , CHAIR MAN, COMMITTEE ON REG ION AL DEVELOP
MENT AND NATUR AL RESOURCES,  AIA ; AND JAM ES A. VELT MAN,
ECOLOGICAL PLAN NE R AND PRAC TIC ING AR CH ITE CT
Mr. Allen. Thank you.
My name is Rex Whitaker Allen. I  am a practicing  architect from San Francisco, Calif., and president of the American Inst itute of Architects, a 23,300-member professional society of licensed architects.r am a member of the Publ ic Health  Association, and  the American Hospi tal Association. I was responsible some years ago for the establishment of a join t committee of the American Medical Association in environmental health, and I recently had the privilege of representing AIA  at the UNESCO Conference in San Francisco  on “TheEnvironment of Man.”
Accompanying me are Donald L. Williams, assistant director, Urban Studies Center of the Unive rsity of Louisville, Louisville, Ky., and chairman of A IA’s Committee on Regional P lanning and N atural  Resources; and James A. Veltman, an ecological planner  and a  practicing architect from Phi ladelphia , Pa.
You may wonder why we are concerned about the natural environment. As architects we deal with space for human use. We have been trained to be sensitive to the effects of environment on man.Our training  has given us some understanding of how to control development. M e recognize th at in ecology as in physics every action has a reaction.
A second reason for  being here is to make specific recommendations for Government action to protect our habitat  during the decade of the 1970’s and beyond.

A Q U ESTIO N  OF VA LU ES

In  the 1960’s the American Institute of Architec ts launched a broad program of public education which focused attention on urban blight—air and water pollution , improper plann ing and zoning, the waste of environmental and cultura l assets caused by uncontrolled growth, and many other man-created problems in our physical and sociological environment.
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The purpose of  the  program was to alert  Americans to what is ha p
pening to the environment. We believe we can take some credit for 
the recent attent ion tha t is being paid  to environmental questions by 
private citizens, the press, and our public officials.

Mr. Chairman, we believe that the problems of the environment 
are really  relatively simple. I t is just a question of where one places 
the values. Fo r too long Americans have subordinated environmental 
considerations to progress, economics, and  technological growth.

Mr. Reuss. What about war ?
Mr. Allen. I  have a personal opinion about that, and I would feel *

tha t this  has been one of the greates t detriments  to our progress in 
controll ing the  environment.

I  would certainly place emphasis on environment when war is a 
destructive way of spending money and environment is certainly a •
constructive one.

(Continuing with prepa red statement.) Americans have been care
less with  their environment. Earlier assumptions—that if a place be
came polluted one could move on, or tha t i f one chemical polluted the 
river, another chemical could make it clean again—are being chal
lenged. In  our opinion environmental  considerations, questions of 
health and livability, must be placed high on the scale of values.

ESTABLISHING NATIONAL PRIORITIES

We feel it unnecessary to list the environmental ills facing this 
Nation  and the world today. We are all aware of them. The more 
important task is to point out action which we believe should be taken 
by this  committee, the Congress, and  Federal, S tate, and local govern
ments.

The first step tha t must be taken is to  consider where the task of 
cleaning up the environment fits in our order of nationa l priorities.
We share President Nixon’s concern tha t it ranks at the top of the 
list. We hope tha t other elected officials, pa rticu larly  at the Federal  
level, will help harness the forces of Government to reverse the spoiling 
of our environment in the next 30 years of the 20th century.

GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION

Assuming tha t Americans are committed to  control environmental <
pollution—I am not sure we are yet, but I hope we will be—it will be 
necessary to reshape the government institut ions that must deal with 
the problems.

The Federal Government should review its organizational structure. *
Jurisdic tion  of congressional committees sometimes overlaps on en
vironmental problems. Different  Federa l agencies deal with various 
aspects of water pollution. Unfortunately, State  and local govern
ment presents a similar picture.

This subcommittee and the  fu ll Government Operations Committee 
share in the responsibility for  reorganization of the executive branch 
and promoting economy and efficiency of government operations at 
all levels. Accordingly, we believe immediate steps should be taken to 
streamline the machinery of Federa l, State, and local government to 
deal effectively with environmental problems.
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A t the Fe de ral level,  we believe th e Council  on En vi ronm en tal 
Qua lit y should  be the  m ain  body a rou nd  wh ich o ther  units  of th e execu
tiv e branch  and Congress  r eor ganiz e. I f  one con side rs the Council  on 
En vi ronm en ta l Qu al ity  to  be com par abl e i n o rgan izat ion to  the Coun
cil of  Economic Ad vis ers , it  w ould seem ap pr op riat e t o set up  a  J o in t 
Con gressio nal  Comm itte e on  the En vi ronm en t sim ila r to  the Jo in t 
Eco nom ic Comm ittee as th e focus fo r con gressio nal  concern.

We believe th at a Nat iona l Po llu tio n Ab ate me nt  A ut ho ri ty  sho uld  
be fo rm ed  to prom ulga te an d ad min ist er  envir onme nta l qu al ity  s tand 
ards  an d to  deve lop a n i nf or mat ion base t ha t w ill allo w us to  det erm ine  
th e true  costs of  g rowt h an d develop men t. Th e au th or ity we envision 
m ight  be gr an ted pow er fo r po llu tio n contr ol comp ara ble  to th at  
gr an te d the Fe de ral Tra de  Com mission  fo r maint aining  ou r pr ivate 
en terp ris e system. Th e au th or ity might  be an  arm of  t he  Cou nci l on 
En vi ronm en tal Qu ali ty.  I t  sho uld  repo rt , at  the con gressio nal  level , 
to  the  Jo in t C ommit tee  on t he  En vi ronm en t we r ef er re d to  ea rlie r.

Our  e nv iro nm ent is a nat ura l resource  t hat  belongs to us ali an d as 
such  is a publi c res pons ibi lity th at  can only be prote cte d by en lig ht 
ened g overn me nta l con trols.

In  o ur  op inion the Cabin et-l eve l Council  on E nv iro nm en ta l Qu al ity  
should make it  cle ar to  pu bl ic  an d pr iv at e po llu ters  th a t pr op er ty  
righ ts  do no t provide  a basis  fo r contam inat ing th e env ironm ent .

The Na tio na l Po llu tio n Ab ate me nt  A utho rit y,  backed by the  Coun
cil, sho uld  hav e au th or ity  th a t is soc ially, econom ical ly, and tec hn i
cally  fea sib le to  stop en vir on mental  po llu tion.

In  d ea lin g wi th po llu tio n caused by a par ticu la r indu st ry , po llu tion 
sho uld  be stopped sim ult aneousl y by all  firms so th at th ei r rel ative  
comp eti tive pos itions will remain  constant . I t  is possible th at some 
firm s th a t have been gaini ng  com pet itiv e adv an tag e by n ot  using  po llu 
tio n control technique s wil l hav e a gr ea te r bu rden  to con form,  bu t 
th is  seem s only  fa ir.  Soc iety sho uld  ins ist  t ha t un accoun ted -fo r social  
costs will no t be to ler ate d in  th e prod uc tio n process. As Mr . Nixon 
has sa id : “ To th e ex tent  possible, the pr ice  of  goods sho uld  be made 
to inc lud e the  cost of  p ro du cing  or d isp osing  o f t hem  wi tho ut dam age  
to  th e e nvironm ent.”

Shou ld cases ari se where  po llu tin g indu str ies  mus t close down due  
to the cessation of  th ei r po llu tin g pri vil eges,  special  gov ernmenta l 
assi stance  may be in orde r. W here unem plo ym ent ma y arise due  to 
cleaning  up  an  in du str y,  th e G overn me nt s hould  ste p in wi th  program s 
of  jo b t ra in in g,  i nd us tr ia l rel ocati on  i ncentiv es, an d even  r ese ttle me nt 
policies.

US E OF TH E COURTS

Re po rte dly,  it  could cost  betw een $200 an d $300 mi llion  to  res tore 
Lake  E ri e to a reas ona ble  envir onme nta l level;  th at is, to br ing in 
du st ri al  po llu tio n un de r contr ol.  I f  th is  were  tak en  ou t of  public  
revenues? it  w ould am ount to  abou t $15 p er  y ea r pe r ca pi ta  over a 5- 
ye ar  pe rio d fo r the people  wh o live in  the U.S . po rti on  of  the  Lake  
Erie Basin .

I f  L ak e E ri e were  p riva te ly  owned and the Go vernm ent wante d to 
pollu te it,  th e cou rts would  requ ire  $200 to $300 mi llio n in ju st  com
pensation  fo r po llu tio n rig ht s.  Th e question to ask  is : H as  indu st ry  
prov ide d ju st  com pen sat ion  to  the pub lic? We  th in k not .
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A IA  be lieves t hat  l itiga tio n should be in iti ated  by F ed eral , S ta te  o r 
pr ivate cit izens over : Th e po llu tio n of  Lak e Er ie , the  oil sp ill s along 
the Cal ifo rn ia  co ast, the  s tri p mine eros ion of Pe nnsylva nia , or in any  
othe r su ita ble  env ironm ent al di saste r are a, to determ ine  the lia bi lit y 
of in du st ry  f or  i ts contr ibu tio n to the destruc tion of the  env ironm ent .

We  ap pl au d effor ts, such as those of Ill inoi s Atto rney  General 
Sco tt, in br ingi ng  Comm onw eal th Ed iso n and oth er po llu ter s into  
cou rt. Ad mitt ed ly , laws do need  to be str ength ened  bu t innovativ e 
cit izens’ su its  sho uld  be un de rta ken.  In  our opinio n, many pollu tion 
cases presen t t he  classic req uir em ents fo r equ itab le reli ef.

Pu bl ic bod ies are as gu ilt y as pr iv at e ind ustries  fo r the sorry  sta te 
of  the  env ironm ent . Local governm ent has no t been able  to do an 
ade qua te job in de aling  with sewage trea tm en t and  solid waste  d isposal. 
Local g overn me nts  sho uld  be g iven a dead line to b rin g w ater  pollution  
to tol era ble  levels.  I f  local  govern me nt wil l no t do it, t he  F ed eral  Gov 
ern me nt sho uld  step  in, bu ild  the req uir ed fac ilit ies  an d reco up the  
cost via  special  tax  prov isions. We  believe th at  th is kind  of  resolve 
would cause a rapid form ati on  of  local politi ca l in st itu tio ns  to  deal 
wi th ma ny po llu tion prob lems. We sugges t th at  reg ion al or  int ersta te 
com pact s be encouraged and  th at  Fe de ra l assi stance be based on com
prehensive  pla ns  f or  a geograp hic  reg ion  r athe r than  on a local , piece
meal basis.

NATIONAL FOUNDATION FOR TIIE ENVIRONMENT

To complem ent the  C ounci l on En vi ronm en ta l Qu al ity  and the  Na 
tional Po llu tio n Abate ment Aut ho ri ty , we recommend the form ation  
of  a na tio na l foundation for the env ironm ent . We believe th a t a seed 
money gr an t in the  amount o f $5 m illi on  to  s ta rt  the foun da tio n would  
gen era te a  sign ific ant  amoun t of publi c p hi lanthr op y.

The foun da tio n would pro vid e a foca l po int  f or  p riv ate citi zen s and  
org aniza tio ns  to expre ss the ir  envir on mental  concern.  I t wou ld o per ate  
as the  co un try ’s majo r oversee r of  envir onme nta l issues and would  
pro vide an ind epe ndent  e ar ly  war ning  system fo r po ten tia l th re at s to 
the  env ironm ent .

We wou ld expect the  fo un da tio n to stu dy  and  ana lyze  the  social, 
political , economic, and ecological  factors influencing  m ana geme nt of 
the env ironment . The founda tio n sho uld  also undertake  a larg e-sc ale 
pub lic inf orma tio n and education  prog ram aimed at the  mass media 
and  school curr icu lum s.

CONCLUSION

These are  only a few sug ges tions as to what needs to be done to come 
to gr ips wi th Am erica’s envir onme nta l prob lems .

Mr. Will iam s and Mr.  Ve ltm an  are  her e to discuss the  rel ati on sh ip 
between the dev elopment  of  the environme nt and an inv entory of 
na tura l resources.

We look to you,  ou r elec ted officials, fo r lea dersh ip in reve rsi ng  th e 
course of  disr eg ard fo r t he  en vir onme nt.  W e recognize th at  you have  a 
ha rd  t ask bu t we c an 't th in k of  an yt hi ng  more im po rta nt  f or  the su r
viv al o f the N ation an d th e wo rld .

Tha nk  you fo r the  op po rtu ni ty  to pre sen t our  views.
Mr. R euss. Th an k you, Mr. A llen.
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I f  your  associa tes hav e ad di tio na l or  supp lem entar y mater ia l, we 
would be most h ap py  to receive  it.

Mr. Alle n. W ou ld  you pr ef er  to  h ea r th is  now o r have  it  as p a rt  o f 
the  question pe rio d?  Th ey a re here t o answer questions.

Mr. Reuss. I t  is  goo d to  know they  are a va ilable  fo r qu estions  which  
will  give  y ou an  op po rtu ni ty  to es tab lish a dia log  w ith  us.

I t  is signif ica nt t ha t we have be fore us  thi s m orning  the  city  pl an ni ng  
and  urbanis m p eop le, the  forestr y people, th e p ar ks  and  outdo or  rec rea
tion peop le, an d th e he al th  people. So we cover a very good  spec tru m 

" of  the  env iro nm ent tod ay.
I  wou ld like , pe rhap s, to  focus the disc uss ion  a bi t on th e budg et,  

whi ch came f or w ar d yeste rday, an d which, af te r all,  i s th e me asu re of  
how we o rder  our  na tio na l pr ior ities .

* Le t me ask  Mr . Sm ith  fi rs t: I  not ice  in  th e budget th at  wh ile  th e
pro jec ted  ou tla ys  fo r the Na tio na l Park  Service in fiscal ye ar  1971 
rem ain  su bs tant ia lly  where the y are  fo r fiscal ye ar  1970—i t was  $147 
mi llio n fo r the ac tiv ities  o f the Na tio na l Park  Service  fo r fiscal  ye ar  
1970, an d fo r fiscal y ea r 1971 it  is $151 million.  Lan d acq uis itio n money  
is, of  course, fund ed  t o the Bu reau  of  O utdo or  Re creatio n.

Tha t is t o be comp are d wi th  t he  reques ted ou tla ys  fo r the  C orps  o f 
En gineers , wh ich  were  $1,235 b ill ion  in  fiscal ye ar  1970 an d wo uld  go 
up  t o $1,395 b ill ion in  ou tlays  in fiscal ye ar  1971. That  is an  inc rea se 
of  $160 mi llio n, wh ich  increase in  1 ye ar  is more th an  th e to ta l a l
lot ted  to the Na tio na l Par k  Serv ice. And  I no te th at  the  to ta l fo r th e 
Corps  of  En gine ers is alm ost  10 tim es th a t all ott ed  to the Nat iona l 
Par k  Serv ice.

Do you  th ink,  Mr . Sm ith , th at th at  rep res en ts a good ju dg men t on 
na tio na l pr io ri tie s o r not  ?

Mr. Smit h . I t  is an  ext rem ely  bad judg men t on na tio na l pr io rit ies.  
Th e Park  Ser vice alw ays had to  str ug gle wi th  an ina dequate  op er at 
ing bud get . Th e Lan d and W at er  C onser vation Fu nd , which is c losely 
rel ate d to the  P ark  Service  ope ra tin g b udget, needs a t lea st to be  fr eed 
to the place where  its fund s can  be used , and it  sho uld  be sh ar pl y 
increased. I  would  th in k we sho uld  cha nne l some of  t he  big  h ighw ay  
revenues  picked  up  fro m the highwa ys—gas olin e tax es  an d wha t 
ever  else we hav e—an d ge t it  ove r into  envir onme nta l pro tec tio n, in 
clu din g the na tio na l parks . W ith rega rd  to the  Co rps  of En gine ers, 
it  is an ext rem ely  ser iou s m at te r fo r th is  co un try  to  s pen d bil lio ns  o f 
do lla rs ev ery  year  on useless dams on riv ers which a re d est ruc tive. T hat  
is som eth ing  th at  ha s ju st  go tte n underway in the course of  the la st  
30 yea rs. I t  g ain ed  a  momentu m of  i ts own. I t  i s a  basic governm ental  

> opera tio n pro blem an d ma ny of  us would  be very ha pp y to see th is
subcom mit tee real ly  look at  t hat  one. Th is sh or t cir cu it th at  you have  
between the Pu bl ic  W orks  C ommit tees in  b oth Houses an d the Co rps 
of  En gineers  needs to  be broken . Recom menda tion s fro m the exe cu
tiv e branch  need  to  come th roug h the  Pr es iden t. Th ey  ou gh t to  go 
th roug h t he  Bureau of  th e B ud ge t process . T hey are no t go ing th ro ug h 
th at  process now. Th ey  sho uld  go th roug h the Council  on Envir on
me nta l Qu al ity . The re  should  be no  recom mendatio ns subm itt ed  to  
bu rden  Con gress with  fro m the executive bran ch  unless they  are 
cle are d th ro ug h tho se agenc ies. Ce rta in ly  th ro ug h th e Council  on 
En vi ronm en tal  Qua lit y.

Mr. R euss T ha nk  you.

44 -3 15
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Another item has to do with Federal grants to States  and munici
palities for the construction of water  pollution abatement facilities.
I will perhaps  address thi s question to Dr. Purdom. This year, fiscal 
year 1970, there was an author ization  of $1 billion and Congress 
finally appropria ted $800 million for tha t purpose, which, with a $65 
million carryover , comes to $865 million. The budget, even though 
the au thorization  for fiscal year 1971 is $1*4 billion, recommends only 
$1 billion for fiscal year 1971 in contracts, not direct grants , and pro
poses continuation of this program at the  rate of only $1 billion  for  the 
following 3 years. In  your judgment, are those amounts going to be *
sufficient and is there an adequate judgment as to national priorit ies— 
taking into account the $275 million in the budget for the supersonic 
tran sport plane; the $73 billion in there for the Defense Establish 
ment ; and the $3i/> billion for the space program, and so on. *

Dr. P urdom. Mr. Chairman, these are matters  of concern to our 
association. We have them under study. I don’t have precise figures 
at hand. We would like the opportunity to present some suggestions 
concerning this at a later date. However, I don’t think that you are 
going to clean up the pollution with the amounts you mentioned.

Mr. Reuss. The President has stated tha t he will recommend ex
penditures  of $800 million a year for the next 5 years on Federal 
grants for water pollution control facilities. Is there any panel mem
ber who thinks th at this is adequate to cope with this country’s water 
pollution problems? Dr. Smith shakes his head no. Mr. Allen says no.
Dr. Pomeroy, do you say no also?

Dr. P omeroy. It  will take  a lot more money than t hat  to do the job.
Mr. Reuss. Let me address a question to the arch itect s: In fiscal year 

1971, Congress authorized an appropr iation of $1.7 billion for urban 
renewal to  help cities and towns convert slums in to attractive  areas.
The budget request is for only $1 billion, the same sum appropriated 
for fiscal year 1970. In your judgment, Mr. Allen, is t hat  pay ing ade
quate attention to the urban renewal problem ?

Mr. A llen. No; I don’t feel it  is. I  think , of course, the  urban re
newal problem isn’t just a fiscal problem by any means. It  must be 
attacked from many angles. But I  am sure that the deteriorating  condi
tion o f a ll of ou r central cities is going to require much more money.

Mr. Reuss. Let’s turn  now to open space—a matter of concern to 
everyone, par ticu larly  to the  architects and the nat ional parks  people. .
The budget asks for an out lay of $75 million for open space in fiscal 
year 1971, representing no increase over the  amount approp riated last 
year, and some $10 million below the congressional authorization level.
Do you think  tha t is enough, Mr. Smith  ?

Mr. S mith . No. It  is quite inadequate. The whole open space prob
lem has got to be tackled quickly now because the  kind of thing Mr.
Pomeroy spoke of with respect to timber land is also affecting farm
land around our  metropolitan areas. We need some changes in the  tax 
laws. We also need, I  th ink, to make be tter use of covenants running 
with the land in perpetuity to hold the land in its present use. So we 
need a combination of tax incentives and also of acquisition. Not only 
acquisition of land in fee simple, but the acquisition o f the so-called 
easements; and this will take money. If  we mean it, we had better get 
going.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you. Mr. Williams ?
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Mr. W illiams. I thin k this is the p oint where the Ins titu te would 
like to say tha t there is a relationship between development and open 
space and that we have to learn how to handle this  relationship by 
deciding w’here we are going to locate the growth tha t is al ready com
mitted. We certainly endorse the kinds of policies with  reference to 
population control discussed this morning but, as a profession, we are 
faced with the problem of how to handle the population tha t is already 
committed for the next thi rd of this century. We have the technical 
ability. When I say “we,” I mean all the environmental professions, 
not jus t architects,  to help determine where the Nation should urbanize  
and where i t should not. This relates directly to an open space pro
gram. We can, through  ecological inventories, determine how to best 
use the land and base this decision on a factual rational basis rathe r 
than  on previous considerations where we had to  say, “Yes, we think 
tha t is where development ought to occur.” However, if we did this 
and defined that  urbanizat ion should occur here in this  region, and 
tha t conservation and preservation  for open space should occur some
place else, the legal tools are not at hand at this moment to insure that  
tha t would happen. It  is what Mr. Smith speaks about. The  funds that 
are needed in order  to insure tha t land  is pu t into the public domain 
are not available.

Mr. Allen. I t seems to me tha t th is poin ts up a real need to develop 
a policy for land planning. I have witnessed, in the course of the  last  
20 years in th e Santa Clara Valley, the rape of a beauti ful farm coun
try  th at is real ly irreplaceable in terms of the types  of crops that  were 
produced there—the orchards of apricots and prunes tha t really can
not be replaced anywhere. This has now been turned into an urban 
sprawl of endless houses. I think  we cannot afford to continue this 
kind of development. I think we have to find ways to control this, and 
I think this  can only be done by land  planning—by determining the 
best usage for land and providing the mechanisms to keep the land in 
these uses.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you. Mr. Wright?
Mr. Wright. Mr. Chairman, I am disturbed by the tur n certain 

questions took a few moments ago relating to the  Corps of Engineers. 
Now I am fully  aware tha t it  has become fashionable, and even fadish, 
among some people who style themselves conservationists to make the 

X Corps of Engineers thei r favorite scapegoat. I heard responses offered
by Mr. Smith to questions pu t by the chairman in which Mr. Smith 
seemed to feel tha t the Corps of Engineers, No. 1, was spending 
too much money; and No. 2, had a sort of covert relationship with 

* the House and Senate Public Works Committees, on one of which I
serve. And No. 3, that the Corps of Engineers had the capacity some
how to get authorization and appro priat ions  for projects  tha t 
weren’t p roperly cleared through  the Bureau o f the  Budget and other 
related agencies. I would like to ask Mr. Smith if he is of the impres
sion tha t the House and Senate Public  Works Committees, particu larly  
tha t in this body, follow the practice  of just willy-nilly  approving 
projects and get ting them bui lt without very carefully analyzed bene
fit-cost ratios and  the effect on the environment to tally.  Do you have 
tha t impression, sir ?
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Mr. S mith. I am sure the  House and Senate Public Works Commit
tees discharge their responsibilities with responsibi lity and make every 
effort to get at the facts. The fact of the matter is, nonetheless, that 
proposals are being submitted to these committees which are not being 
reviewed by the Bureau of the Budget.

Mr. Wright. Would you give me an illust ration  ?
Mr. Smith . Yes. We have six proposals before the Public  Works 

Committees of the House and Senate now, in the Potomac River Basin, 
which have not been cleared by the Bureau of the Budget. Not one.

Mr. Wright. Could the gentleman give me some statement as to 
when they were submitted to the Bureau of the  Budget for its review ?

Mr. Smith . They have not been submitted to the Bureau of the 
Budget. <

Mr. Wright. Does the gentleman have a notion th at they have come 
to the Public Works Committee short of being submitted to the Bu
reau of the Budget ?

Mr. Smith . Yes, sir ; they have.
Mr. Wright. Have they been submitted with executive approval  by 

any agency ?
Mr. Smith . No ; not even by the Secretary of the Army.
Mr. Wright. Then they probably will not be acted upon by the 

House Public Works Committee.
Mr. S mith . I  fully expect them to be acted on. I expect them to be 

included in the rivers and harbors bill—the omnibus bill for rivers 
and harbors—this year. At least two of them.

Mr. Wright. Let me say I am a member of the House Publ ic Works 
Committee and have been for 151  ̂ years. During  tha t time, of all of 
the projects tha t have been approved by that committee, I would say 
tha t probably 97 percent of the financial authorizations have come 
with the prio r approval given by the Bureau of the Budget. There 
might be a few’ isolated instances to w hich one could point. I can think 
of one or two. Those I  can think of had languished in the  Bureau of 
the Budget without any r eport whatsoever for V/2 ° r  2 years. I should 
like to say to the gentleman tha t the Congress of the United States, 
under the Constitution, has the responsibility of authoriz ing these 
projects, and tha t wTe should not be limited in our capacity to act by 
some appointive agency. Do you disagree with that?

Mr. Smith . Well, Mr. W righ t, all I can say is th at what you have A
here as an example in the Potomac is that the Army Corps of E ngi
neers testified recently before the Senate Committee on Public Works—
I was present—that they w’ere recommending six reservoirs in the 
Potomac River Basin : Sixes Bridge, Town Creek, Sideling Hill Creek,
Litt le Cacapon, North Mountain, and Verona. They stated a t the time 
tha t these recommendations did not have the approval o f the Secretary 
of the Army except in two instances: They expected the Secretary of 
the Army to recommend Sixes Bridge and Verona.

I inquired into the question 2 w eeks ago, as to whether the  Secretary 
of the Army had recommended Sixes Bridge and Verona to the Bureau 
of the Budget. The answer was no. The Secretary o f the  Army at t hat  
time had not recommended any of them. The Bureau of  the Budget  had
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not acted on any of them. The President  had not commented on any 
of them. That  is the situation. All I am saying is that there is not an 
efficient and well-organized relationship.

Mr. Wright. Now the  gentleman cites four projec ts on the Potomac 
River with which I, regret tably,  am not intimately familiar. What 
is the  overriding justification offered for those specific projects? Is it 
flood control ? Water supply ? Wh at is their purpose ?

Mr. Smith . When they w7ere first proposed, the benefit-cost ratios 
showed benefits for dilution of pollution. These have now been with
drawn, because i t has become apparent in the last  10 years—we have 
been fighting this for 15 years ; the people have been fighting these 
reservoirs for 15 years—tha t the benefit-cost rat ios are now based on 

A water supply, mainly for  the city of Washington. The water is right
out here in the estuary of the Potomac River. There are 125 billion 
gallons of fresh water suitable, after normal chlorinat ion and filtra
tion, to be placed in the reservoir and used by th e city.

Mr. Wright. Does the gentleman contend that the waters of the 
Potomac a re suitable to be taken right  out of the Potomac and treated 
by chlorinat ion and-----

Mr. Smith. I  do. The Army Engineers  have stated this  is the case.
Mr. Wright. I f they state tha t is the case, what is their  justification 

for these reservoirs ?
Mr. Smith. We have been unable to find any justi fication for them, 

except tha t W ashington is about to die of thi rst , which isn’t the case. 
This is the kind of thin g w’e have been subjected to for many years. 
Technical studies of these reservoirs have been prep ared showing tha t 
the benefit-cost ratios, which are marginal by the Army’s own figures 
on all six of them, are basically down around 0.2 and 0.3. I would be 
glad to send you the studies.

Mr. Wright. That  would be fine. If  the gentleman has those studies 
I would be happy to see them.

(The studies referred to and Mr. Smi th’s accompanying lette r to 
Congressman Wr ight follow’:)

Citizens Permanent Conference on the Potomac River Basin,
Washington, D.C., February 3, J970.

Hon. J ames C. Wright, Jr.,
House of Representatives,

* Washington, D.C.
Dear Congressman Wright : It  was a pleasure to talk with you today at  the  

hearing  of the Conservation and Natural Resources Subcommittee of the Com
mittee on Government Operations.

You expressed interest in the study I referred  to about the benefit-cost ratios  
•» of the dams advocated by the Army Engineers for the Potomac River, and I

enclose several copies; also enclosed is an earlier study of Mr. Fosdick feasi
bility of the freshwater estuary on the Potomac as a source of supplemental 
water  in emergencies for the Washington metropolitan area.

A permanent solution to the wate r problems of the metropolitan area can be 
achieved by the estuarial intake at a present cost of $5 million, and an ultimate 
cost of $10 million, as against the present cost of about $500 million for the Army 
Engineers big-reservoir approach, and an ultimate cost of perhaps $1 billion. 
In other words, the estuarial system will cost about 1 percent of the Army Engi
neers system. The savings could be used for the complete elimination of all pol
lution and a major urban renovat ion program.

This is fact, not fantasy. Mr. Fosdick is a consulting engineer to the Senate 
Committee on Inte rior and In sular Af fairs; he has been a top level engineer to the
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Bureau of Reclam ation, the Federal  Powe r Commission, and the Bonneville 
Dam Ad minis tra tion; he is currently consu lting engineer to AID, the Depar t
men t of State,  and the United  Nations. He is consu lting engineer to the Citizens  
Permanen t Conference on the  Potomac Rive r Basin (Ci tper con), which speaks  
for  th e m assive  movement of farm , labor, conservation , and citizens organizations  
which has  been res isting the  Army Engineers programs for  the  Potomac Rive r 
Basin for a  decade or  more.

Citpercon has  indicated th at  if any  of the ma jor  dams proposed by the Army 
Engineers fo r the Potomac River  Basin are included in the  omnibus bil l for rivers  
and  harbor s this year it will recommend a veto of the entire  bill. These dams in
clude the  Sixes Bridge, Verona, Town Creek, Sideling Hill, Li ttle  Cacapon, and 
Nor th Mountain.

Citpercon favors the construction of a network of hea dwate rs impoundments 
of the  wate rshed management type throughout  the  Potom ac River Basin for  
flood control, local water  supply,  and  na tura l outdoor recreation.

If  we can be of any  assi stan ce to you, e ither in your work wi th the  Conservat ion *
and  Na tural Resources  Subcommittee of the House Commit tee on Government 
Opera tions, or in connection with the  work of the  House Publ ic Works Com
mittee, we wil l be happy to cooperate.

Wi th all  good wishes.
Cordia lly yours,

Anthony  Wayne S m it h ,
General Counsel.

F ina ncial  Feasibility of th e Six Reservoir Projects Recommended to the
Senate  P ublic Works Comm ittee on September 17, I960, by E llery F osdick,
Consulting  E ngineer , Citizen s Permanent  Conference on the Potomac
River Bas in , Washing ton , D.C., December 1969
The  benefit-cost rati os for the six rese rvoi r p rojects recommended by the Corps 

of Engineers to the Senate  Public Works Committee at the hea ring  on September  
17, 1969 (Sixes Bridge, Verona, Town Creek, North  Mounta in, Sideling Hill, and  
Li ttle  Cacapon)  indic ate that  al l of the projects are  financially unfeas ible af te r 
adjus ting the benefits by el iminat ing  the  benefit for w ate r qu ality and by reducing 
the  benefits as subsequently discussed herein for  water  supply and preserva tion 
of the  free-flowing stream envi ronment in the Potomac River below the  metro
poli tan ar ea ’s w ate r supply intakes.  These projects have been proposed prim arily  
to augm ent the supply of municipal  water for the Wash ington  metropolitan re
gion for about  20 years , af te r which additional rese rvoi r projects would be 
needed.

Basic  da ta for the  benefit-cost rat ios  shown in table at tac hed here to have been 
tak en  from the report submit ted  at  the hearing  by the Corps  of Engineers. The 
amounts used in a dju sting  the benefits for  water  supply and  the preserva tion of 
free-flowing environment  of the Potomac Rive r below the metropol itan area ’s 
wa ter  supply intakes  have been tak en from table  2 for the year 1990 tha t is con
tained in the report “The Potom ac Rive r Estuar y as a Supplemental Source of 
Municipal Water for the Washing ton Metropolitan Region,” th at  was published  
by th e Nat iona l Pa rks Associa tion in January 1968. The cost for pumping w ater 
from the  estu ary  in the ye ar of 1990 shown in table  2 is :
Basic  requ irem ent_____________________________________________ $348,000
Minimum flow maintenance_____________________________________ 86, 000

To tal___________________________________________________ 434, 000

BEN EF IT  adjustmen ts

Benefits from water supply shown in this table, which will accrue  primarily  
to  the  Washington met ropo litan  area, have been reduced to reflect the lower 
cost if this water is supplied from the upper pa rt of the Potomac River estuary 
as the  benefits or revenue  f rom wa ter  sold to  the water user s will, it is expected, 
be lower a s a resu lt o f the lower cos t of the water obtained from this  source.

Benefits  for water  qual ity have been elim inate d in tab le A, as  pollution  aba te
ment requ ired  unde r the Feder al Wa ter  P ollut ion Control Act is expected in lieu
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of the proposed dilution of pollution by increasing streamflow with releases of 
stored wate r from the reservoir  projects.

Benefits from the preservation of the free-flowing stream environment of the 
Potomac River below th e metropolitan area water  supply intakes have been re
duced to reflect the  lower cost of accomplishing this  when water is obtained from 
the upper par t of the Potomac River estuary as the benefits cannot be directly 
determined in terms of money, since little  revenue will be derived therefrom. 
The benefits remaining a fte r making these adjus tments  are chiefly for recreation. 

[In percent]

Recreation Other

*
Six es  Bri dge ................
Ve rona.........................
Town Cre ek.................
North Mountain..........
Sid eling H ill ................
Litt le Capacon.............

Combined total

93 7
91 9
56 44
75 25
61 39
69 31

81 19

4

The annual cost for these six reservoir projects would be increased by about 
$500,000 i f the amortiza tion period used is the more usual 50 years, instead of 
the 100 years used by the Corps of Engineers in the repor t submitted at  the 
hearing. This increase in annual cost would fu rther reduce the benefit-cost ratio  
for the six reservoir projects by about 7 percent.

CORPS’ COSTS HIG H

The total cost of construct ing these six reservoir  projects, estimated at $125 
million, 1967 costs by the Corps of Engineers ($137 million, 1969 costs) appears 
high, particularly  when consideration is given to the low probability of needing 
the supplemental water  stored in the reservoirs for wate r supply and the rela 
tively small quanti ty tha t might be required. By 1990 supplemental water will 
be needed for w ater supply for a total of only about 40 days in case of a maximum 
drought, the amount varying from a very small quant ity up to a maximum of 
about 400 million gallons per day including w ater required to maintain  a mini
mum flow of 100 million gallons per day over Little Falls. The probability of 
supplemental water  being needed in tha t year is very low however.

By contrast  the to tal cost of constructing a 400 million gallons per day pumping 
plant to supply water  from the estuary when supplemental wate r is needed is 
only $4.7 million, 1967 costs ($5.2 million, 1969 costs). The total cost for  opera
tion and maintenance, depreciation, interest, and replacements in the year 1990 
in the event of a maximum drought would be about $434,000 as compared with 
a cost of $2,592,000 for water supply and preservation of the  free-flowing stream 
environment if supplied by the proposed reservoir  projects. The annual cost of 
the pumping plant will be increased by about $70,000 if an interest rate  of 4% 
percent is used instead of 3% percent.

The addition to the Potomac River pumping plant of the WSSC now under 
construction will make it possible to take more water from the river and thence 
will leave less of it to flow on down to the Great Falls  and Littl e Falls intakes 
of the Washington Aqueduct. This addition to the pumping plant is probably 
being constructed with the expectation tha t reservoir projects will be constructed 
upstream to augment the flow’ of the  river, although these projects have not yet 
been authorized.

The desirab ility of taking  water from the upper pa rt of the Potomac River 
estuary should be called to the attention  of the Washington Suburban Sanita ry 
Commission. Water taken from the estuary could, after treatment, be pumped 
directly into the WSSC mains in sonrthern Prince Georges County instead of 
transporting it  by pipe for about 40 or 45 miles from the Potomac River pumping 
plant. This would obviate some of the pipeline right-of-w’ay problems tha t are 
frequently experienced, and also probably reduce the cost of w’ater.
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TA B LE  A

[In thou sand s ot dol lars]

Reservo ir project

Total  per 
Corps of 

Engineers 
report

Les s 
adjus tmen t 

for water 
supply

Less water 
qual ity

Less 
adjustment 

for PSE
Adjusted

total

Sixe s Br idge :
Annu al benefi t.......... ................... .......
Annu al cos t____ _________________
Benefit-co st ratio________ ________

Verona (Stau nton ):
Annu al benefit........ .............................
Annu al cost........................... ..... .........
Benefit-co st ratio........ . ............. .........

Town Creek :
Ann ual benefit......... ........................ . .
Annual cost...........................................
Benefi t-cost  ratio_____ ___________

North Mountain:
Annual benefit...... ......... . ..................
Annual cos t______________________
Benefi t-cost  ra tio.................................

Sid eling  Hi ll:
Annu al benefi t.............. - ......... . .........
Annual cost_____________________
Benefit-cost ratio .................................

Litt le Cacapon:
Annual benefi t___________________
Annual cost....................... . ......... .......
Benefit-cost ratio.................. ...............

To tal :
Ann ual benefit_____________
Ann ual cos t______ ________
Benefit-co st ratio..................

1,5 27 65 386 333 743
1,3 15 . ....................................................... .........................  1,31 5

1 . 2 . . . . __________ . __________________________ .6

2,87 0 80 1,52 4 461 805
1,539 . . . . ............ ........... ....................... ..... ............. . . .  1.539

1 . 9 ..................................................................................  .5

1.13 1 92 587 290 162
891  ............................................ ........................... —  891
1 . 3 ...................................       .2

1,8 65 142 2 416 1,305
1,6 08 . ........................... . ........... ............... ........... ...........  1,608

1 . 2 __________________________________________ .8

888 86 354 276 172
867 __________       867
1 . 0 . . . _____ _________________________________ .2

954 83 396 268 207
1 ,1 9 8 ..............       1,198

. 8 . . . .................... ............. ........... ............... ............ 2

9,23 5 548 3,2 49 2,0 44 3,394
7 ,4 1 8 . ........................ ................. ................. ...................  7,4 18

1 . 2 ________ _________________________________ .5

*
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THE POTOMAC RIVER ESTUARY 
As a Supplemental Source of Municipal Water for the 

Washington Metropolitan Region

By Ellery R. Fosdick 
Consulting Engineer

NATIONAL PARKS ASSOCIATION 
Washington, D.C.

January 1968

1. Introduction

A continuing adequate supply of municipal water for 
the Washington Metropolitan Region has been the 

major objective of water resource  planning in the Potomac 
River Basin for a number of years. This concern for ade
quacy of the municipal water supply required  by the largest 
concentra tion of population in the Basin, which also includes 
the Nation’s Capital, is, of  course, understandable.

Water resource planning in the past would have resulted 
in a majo r expenditure for augmenting the low flow of the 
Potomac River to dilute pollutants that are present in the 
stream and its Estuary, rather than in spending primarily 
to provide more water for municipal purposes in the 
Washington Metropolitan Region during the short  time 
needed in the summer of years when the  flow of the river 
is low. The need for pollution  abatement by low-flow aug
mentation  will, however, be reduced or perhaps eliminated 
in both the river  and its tidal estuary  in the foreseeable 
future under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act.

The adverse effect of the large dams and reservoirs 
proposed to accomplish low-flow augmentat ion on the en
vironment  of  the Basin seems to have been largely ignored, 
so fa r, in the planning.  The economic feasibility of the  dam 
and reservo ir projects proposed for construction has been

demonstrated by means of the conventional benefit-cost 
ratio. In doing this, no allowance has apparen tly been 
made for intangib le factors such as adverse effects of the 
projects  upon the ecology of the Basin, which may be of 
equal  or greater importance than the economics of the 
proposals. This procedure is not in accord with the basic 
environmental goals of man today, as he seeks a quality  of 
environment  in which he is in harmony with both neigh
bors  and natural surroundings.

An adequate study is needed of a lternate  ways of supply
ing the future  municipal water requirements of the Wash
ington Metropolitan Region during occasional  low-flow 
periods;  ways which would not have an adverse effect upon 
the natural  environment of the Potomac River Basin. 
Among these alternatives are the use of water from the 
Estuary; re-use of waste water; release, when needed, of 
stored water from small headwater  reservoirs; and the 
trans port ation of water to the Washington Metropolitan 
Region from other  river basins in the area. One of the 
alternatives offering good possibilities, reported upon 
herein , is the use of fresh water held in natu ral storage by 
the Potomac River Estuary.

2. General

A preliminary study has been made of the technical and 
economic feasibility of using fresh water (not salt) found 
in natural storage  in the Potomac River Estuary to supply 
the emergency requirements of the Washington Metropoli
tan Region (here inafter called the Region) for municipal 
water that arise durin g low flow periods  of the river. This 
study is primarily for the purpose  of indicating  whether 
use of water from the Estuary  for this purpose has suffi
cient merit to subsequently justify a complete feasibility 
study by a Government agency or a firm of consulting 
engineers.

In this study the maximum use possible has been made 
of information already available, so as to keep the  volume 
of work at a minimum. Information has been obtained 
from the United States Geological Survey on the d ischarge

of the Potomac River near  Washington, D.C., on diver
sions  from the river, and on the amount  of fresh water 
availab le in the Estuary. Data on popula tion in the Region 
has been obtained from the United States Bureau of the 
Census. Information was obtained from representatives of 
the various  water systems operat ing in the Region regard
ing their  sources of water, capacities  and future  require
ments. Annual reports were obtained from the District 
of Columbia  Government and Washington Suburban  Sani
tary  Commission for use in preparing  this report . Infor
mation was also obtained regarding the cost of large water 
pipe and big pumps from suppliers and from the local 
electric  utility concerning the cost of electric power. A list 
of reports and other material used in making this study 
is included herein .
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Figure I

Potomac River Basin, Estuary and Adjoining Areas
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There seems to be no doubt  that the Potomac River 
Estuary contains  an adequa te amount of fresh water to 
supply all of the emergency requirements of the Region 
for municipal water that  will arise during the low flow 
periods of the rive r in the period studied herein. The 
Estuary twists and turns for 117 miles from the head of 
tidewater at Little Falls near  Washington, D.C. to the 
Chesapeake Bay, as may be seen in Figure 1, opposite. 
The body of fresh water extends downstream from Little 
Falls for over 24 miles to a brackish-water fron t located 
below Fort Belvoir, Virginia, near Indian  Head, Maryland .

The amount of fresh water in natura l storage in the 
Potomac River at low tide between Little Falls and Indian 
Head is abo ut-13 billion cubic feet (100 billion gallons) 
according to United States Geological Survey Water Supply 
Paper 1586-A. In United States Geological Survey Circular 
529-A it is stated that  “Although the ocean tides reach to 
Chain Bridge, the ocean salt water does not extend beyond 
Indian Head.”  In the same publication it is stated  that  “In 
the upper reaches of the estuary the water quality is satis 
factory for most uses after  standa rd treatment to sterilize, 
being about the same as the quality at the Metropolitan 
intake at Little Falls. Downstream from Chain Bridge to 
the vicinity of For t Washington and Mount Vernon,  the 
dissolved oxygen decreases and the bacter ial content of 
the water increases.”

The suitabil ity of estuary water for use in municipal 
water systems of the Region will be discussed subsequently,

as will the method of supplying this water to the systems 
that  will need it, and the cost thereof.

The concern of the Region abou t its municipal water 
supply does not seem to be wholly justified.  The Region 
lies on both sides of the lower Potomac River which has 
a relatively large discharge  near Washington,  D.C., avail
able for municipal water durin g much of every year. The 
Region also lies on both sides of the upper part  of the 
Estuary, holding a large amount of fresh water in natura l 
storage  that  can be used to augment  the municipal  water 
supply when the river  is low. In reality the concern seems 
to be more over whether adequa te clean, potable water, 
suitable  for municipal use after a minimum of purification 
treatment, will be available.  Th is is an unrealist ic objective, 
since almost all municipal water used in the United States 
today must be treated as a large part of it has already been 
used at least once.

The incongruity is heightened when it is noted that the 
discha rge of the Potomac River nea r Washington, D.C., 
which now supplies a majo r part  of the municipal water 
for the Region, will continue  to be more than  adequate  for 
the municipal  water requirements at all times for many 
years into the future  under the worst drought recorded to 
date, except for a period  of about three months durin g the 
summer when additional water  will be needed. The in
congruity is further magnified by the fact that  the fresh 
water in natural storage in the Estua ry is largely composed 
of the same kind of water which is now used for a majo r 
part of the  municipal  water supply of the region.

3. Sum mary of the Most Pertinent Facts 
Contained in this Report

1. The upper  24 miles of the 117-mile-long Estuary of 
the Potomac River, a considerable part of which is located 
within the Washington Metropolitan Region, contains all 
fresh water (not salt) with over 100 billion gallons held 
in natural storage.

2. The fresh water  in the upper  Estuary,  most of which 
is supplied by the discha rge of the Potomac River, is of 
good quality,  and part  of it is now diverted near  Washing
ton, D.C. before it reaches the Estuary to supply a major 
portion of the municipal water requirements of the Wash
ington Metropolitan Region.

3. The discharge of the Potomac River into the Estuary 
is sufficiently large  dur ing every year so that  the upper  
Estuary is thoroughly flushed several times.

4. The qual ity of the Potomac River water afte r it 
reaches the upper  Estuary is lowered because of pollutants 
entering from the Washington Metropolitan Region, chiefly 
from the Blue Plains Waste Water Treatment Plant of 
the District  of Columbia.

5. The pollution enter ing the upper Estuary will have to 
be reduced under the Federal Water Pollution Contro l 
Act, and steps are  now being taken to accomplish this by 
improving the treatm ent of waste waters, chiefly by well- 
known conventional processes. Studies are also under way 
to determine how best to eliminate pollution from storm 
waters, boats  and ships, and dredging operations. An 
improvement  in the quality  of the water in the upper  
Estuary will have a beneficial effect upon the ecology of 
the Washington Metropolitan Region.

6. The maximum demand for municipal  water in the

Washington Metropolitan Region will increase over 3 
times, from 0.5 billion gallons a day in 1970 to 1.6 billion 
gallons a day by the year 2010, the latest year studied,  as 
will the annual requirement for water because of the ex
pected growth in population and greate r per capita usage 
of water.

7. A majo r portion  of the municipal water requirement 
of the Washington Metropolitan  Region must continue to 
be supplied from the Potomac River, as no other source 
is available, and additional amounts  needed in the future, 
in excess of  the unregulated flow of the river  during occa
sional low-flow periods, could be supplied from the fresh 
water in natural storage in the upper  Estuary.  This would 
eliminate  need for regulation of the river  by large dams 
and reservoirs for municipal  water supply.

8. The 100 billion gallons of fresh water in the Estuary 
is more than adequate  to meet the forecast net requirement 
of 38.7 billion gallons for supplemental water durin g the 
low-flow months of July and August, under low-flow con
ditions  if they occur in the year  2010. Smaller quantitie s 
of supplemental water would be required in prio r years 
in the low-flow season, if low-flow conditions  occur start ing 
soon after  1970 and continue  thereaf ter.

9. The need for supplemental water is highly variab le 
and uncer tain based upon past experience, there being 
only a 9 percent probability  that  such water will be needed 
in the year 2010. It is likely that  no supplemental water 
at all will be needed in 27 of the 40 years from 1970 to 
2010. This makes it difficult to justi fy a large expenditure 
to supply water for this purpose.
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Figure 2.

WASHINGTON METRO POLITAN REGION
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10. Supplemental water will in the future be needed from 
the upper Estuary  by the Washington Aqueduct water 
collection and treatment system if the Potomac River re
mains unregulated.  This  system supplies a majo r part  of 
the municipal water used in the Washington Metropolitan 
Region, all of which is distr ibute d by other systems. 
Supplemental water from the Estuary will also be needed 
by the Washington Suburban Sani tary Commission o perat 
ing in Montgomery and Prince George’s Counties in Mary
land, and by the City of Alexandria, Virginia.

11. Supplemental water would be taken from the upper 
Estuary  by each of these agencies needing it using pumping 
plants located at suitable places.

12. The pumping plant for the Washington Aqueduct is 
reported upon herein as it would be an added expense since 
it would be constructed  only if the Potomac River remains 
unregulated . A pumping plant for the Washington Subur
ban Sani tary Commission would have to be constructed 
in any event, either  on the Estuary, if the river remains 
unregula ted, or on the Potomac River if the river is 
regulated. If the City of Alexandria does not  get additional 
water from a pumping plant on the upper Estuary,  it will 
probably have to spend an equivalent amount in making 
arrangements to get water from some other source.

13. The pumping plant on the Estuary for the Washing
ton Aqueduct should be put into operation by about 1970, 
or soon thereaf ter, as low-cost insurance against a possible 
shortage of municipal water.

14. The initial  capacity of the Washington Aqueduct 
Pumping Plant  should be 400 million gallons a day to take 
advantage of lower costs with large size, although this 
capacity will not be fully used for over 20 years;  at that

time an additional 400 million gallons a day of capacity 
should be installed. This capacity allows for a minimum 
flow from Great Falls to the Estuary  of 100 million gallons 
a day, the all-time minimum flow that  occurred over Little 
Falls in 1966. This flow down the rive r channel is con
sidered necessary to avoid an adverse effect upon the 
ecology of the area.

15. The cost to construct Phase 1 of the pumping plant 
of the Washington Aqueduct with a capaci ty of 400 million 
gallons a day is estimated at $4.7 million. The cost to 
construct Phase  2, with an additional 400 million gallons 
a day of capacity,  is $4.0  million. This is but a fraction of 
the cost of $393.3 million (1962 prices)  for  the 16 major 
dams and reservoirs that had been proposed to regulate 
the flow of the Potomac River, with the ir adverse effect 
upon the ecology of the Potomac River Basin.

16. The total annua l cost for the pumping plant of the 
Washington Aqueduct in low-water years  will increase 
from $379 thousand in 1970 and 1980 to $544 thousand 
by 2010, as the amount of electric power used for pumping 
becomes greate r. This is but a fraction of the $20.8 million 
average  annual  cost for the 16 m ajor dams and reservoirs  
tha t have been proposed.

17. The brackish-water front in the upper Estuary  will 
not move upstream when water is pumped from the upper 
Estuary for municipal use, because the volume of waste 
water  return ed will be greater.  This is so because the 
waste water includes a major portion of the water pumped 
from the Estuary, together with water imported into the 
Potomac River Basin from the Patuxent River Basin and 
a relatively small amount of water from other  sources.

4. Areas Included in the Washington Metropolitan Region

The areas  included in the Region, consisting of the 
District  of Columbia and its environs,  shown in Figure 2 
opposite, are listed below and the agency supplying the 
water is indicated in each case.

District of
Columbia — Municipal (a)

Maryland — Montgomery County

Prince George’s County

Washington 
Suburban 
Sanita ry 
Commission 
Par tly from (a)

Rockville—M unicipal
Virgin ia — Alexandria ) Fai rfax Water 

Fairf ax County  ( Authority 
Fair fax  City— Municipal 
Fall s Ch urch—Municipal (a)
Arling ton County—Arling ton County (a)
Leesburg—M unicipal
Loudoun County— Partly  from (b)
Prince William County—Partly  from (b)

(a) Water supplied at wholesale by the Washing ton Aque
duct.

(b)  Water supply by small munic ipal and individual water 
systems.

The method of supplying the municipal water require
ments to each of the water systems in the Region—but not 
its dist ribut ion to individual  customers—has been studied. 
A descrip tion of the present sources of supply for each 
agency providing water, and the plans for  future expan
sion of these facilities, are given below.

The Washington Aqueduct, which gets all of its water 
from the Potomac River, treats  th is water  at the Dalecarlia 
and McMillan Filter Plants before it is delivered to the 
Distr ict of Columbia Department of Sanitary  Engineering 
for  distribution to customers. Water is taken from the 
Potomac River at Great Falls and at Little Falls, located 
about  9  r iver miles and 1 mile, respectively, upstream from 
the District of Columbia.

Wate r flows by gravity from the intake at Great Falls 
throu gh two conduits with a combined capaci ty of about 
233 million gallons a day (mgd)  to the Dalecar lia Filter 
Plan t in Northwest Washington, from whence par t of it is 
piped to the McMillan Filter  Plant located near the center 
of the Distric t of Columbia. Water  taken at Little Falls is 
pumped by the Little Falls Pumping Plant, with a capacity 
of 450 mgd, to the Dalecarlia Filter Plan t a short  distance 
away. In addition, a hydroelectric station  can be operated 
in emergencies to pump 120 mgd of water from the C & 0
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Canal at a point  1 mile downstream from Little  Falls to 
the Dalecarlia Filter  Plant.

Additional water required by the Washington Aqueduct 
in the futur e will have to be supplied from the Potomac 
River or its Estuary,  as there is no other  source  of water 
readily available.

The Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission,  which 
supplies water to Montgomery and Prince George’s Coun
ties in Maryland, obtains its water  from the Patuxen t River, 
Potomac River, from several wells located in Prince 
George’s County, and from the Washington Aqueduct. 
Patuxent River water is stored for delayed use in the Tr ia
delphia  and Rocky Gorge reservoirs with a total  capacity 
of 14 bil lion gallons (bg ). Water from the Patuxen t River 
is pumped by a pumping plant with a capacity  of 65 mgd 
located at Rocky Gorge to a filter plant near Laurel, Mary
land.

Potomac River water is pumped from the rive r by a 
pumping plant  with a capacity of 70 mgd located on the 
bank of the Potomac River near the point at which Watts 
Branch empties into the river about 7 miles above Great 
Falls. This water is treated at a filter p lant located nea r the  
pumping plant.  There  is no provision for storing water in 
the Potomac River at this point for delayed delivery  to the 
pumping plant.

Additional water required by the Washington Suburban 
Sani tary Commission in the future  will have to be supplied 
from the Potomac River or its Estuary, as there is no 
other  source of water readily  available.

The Rockv ille, Maryland, Municipal Water Sys tem  gets 
all its water from the Potomac River by means of a pump
ing plant with a capacity  of 8 mgd, located on the  bank 
of the Potomac River near the point at which Watts Branch 
empties into the river. The water is tre ated at a filter  p lant 
located near Rockville, Maryland, about 6 miles from the 
Potomac River.

Additional  water required by Rockville in the futu re will 
have to be supplied from the Potomac River or obtained 
from the Washington Suburban Sani tary Commission, 
which supplies water to the surrou nding areas, as there is 
no other source of water readily available.

The Fairfax  County, Virginia,  Water Authority supplies 
water to small groups  of customers in the county that 
would not otherwise be served, and operates  the water 
system in the City of Alexandria. The communities of 
Falls Church, Vienna, and Fairfax City, located in the 
county, each has its own water system.

The auth ority purchases all of its water from Falls 
Church and Vienna  and the Alexandria Water  System 
except for about  15 percent that is obtained from wells.

Additional  water required will probably continue to be 
obtained from these same sources unless it is purchased 
directly from the Washington Aqueduct as no other  source 
of water is readily available.

The Communi ty o f Falls Church gets all of its water from 
the Washington Aqueduct. Additional water requ ired in 
the future will p robab ly also have to be obtained from the 
Washington Aqueduct.

The Alexandria City  Water System gets its water from 
Occoquan Creek. Two pipelines with a combined capacity  
of about  150 mgd brin g water from a 10 bg reservo ir on 
Occoquan Creek to the city. The capacity  of the reservo ir 
can be increased to about  13 bg by raising the dam 5 feet. 
This would make it possible to supply the requirements of 
the city to about  the year 2000.

Additional water required in the future by the City of 
Alexandr ia over that available from Occoquan Creek will 
probably have to be supplied from the Potomac River or its 
Estuary eithe r directly or by purchasing it from an agency 
that gets water from these sources as there  is no other 
source of water readily available. The nearest other  large 
source of water is in the  Rappahannock  River located about 
50 miles to the southwest.

The Fairfax City, Virginia, Municipal Water System  gets 
all of its water from Goose Creek by means of a 22-mile 
pipeline from a reservo ir with a capacity of 350 million 
gallons (m g) . The water is treated in a plant located at 
Goose Creek.

Additional water required in the future by Fairfax  City 
will be obtained by construct ing a new dam and reservoir  
on a tributary of Goose Creek with a storage capacity  of 
2.5 bg, that will supply the requirements beyond the year 
2010. The construct ion of this  reservoir will not materially 
reduce the low flow of the Potomac River into which 
Goose Creek discharges at a point several miles above 
Great Falls, as most of the water will, during the low-flow 
period, be supplied to Fairf ax City from the reservoir,  
since the flow of Goose Creek at that  time  will be quite low.

Arlington County,  Virginia,  gets all its municipal water 
from the Washington Aqueduct.

Additional water required in the future  by Arlington 
County will have to be supplied by the Potomac River or 
its Estuary, as there is no othe r source of water readily 
available. This water will probably continue to be obtained 
from the Washington Aqueduct.

The City of  Leesburg,  Virginia, Municipal Water System 
gets all its water from wells and a spring.  These have a 
maximum combined capacity  of about  1.5 mgd.

Additional water required in the future  by the City of 
Leesburg will have to be obtained from the Potomac River 
3 miles away, as there is no othe r source  of water readily 
available.

The portions of Loudoun and Prince William Counties, 
Virginia, that  are located in the Region are presently 
supplied with water by small municipal  and individual 
water systems.

Additional water required in the future  by the increased 
population, after  water systems start  serving the area,  will 
have to be obtained directly from the Potomac River or 
its Estuary,  or indirectly by purchasing  water from an 
agency that gets its water from those same sources, as 
there is no other  source of wate r readily  available.  The 
nearest other large source of water is in the Rappahannock 
River Basin, located about 50 miles to the south.
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5. Future Requirements for Municipal Water 
in the Washington Metropolitan Region

The average and maximum daily requirement for mun i
cipal water in the Region has been determined for 1970 and 
for each tenth year therea fter through the year 2010. These 
are as follows:

Millions of Gallons

Year Average  Day Maxim um

1970 338 483
1980 477 675
1990 674 902
2000 947 1,211
2010 1,282 1,616

The forecast of the average  daily requirement has been 
computed from forecasts of population to be served water, 
and the expected average  per capita use of water. The 
average daily requirement  is needed to determine the total 
forecast annual and monthly requirements,  in order to 
arriv e at the amoun t of water needed in excess of the 
ultimate capacity of existing  sources. This excess can be 
supplied from water found in the Estuary.

The forecast of the maximum daily use of water has 
been computed from the average daily requirements. The 
maximum daily use has been forecast for use in determin
ing the amount of pumping capacity, in excess of the 
ultimate capacity of existing sources, which must be in
stalled to take water from the Estuary.

The forecasts have been made starting with the actual 
population served, and its usage of water in 1966, in the 
areas  supplied by the Washington Aqueduct, Washington 
Suburban Sanitary Commission, Alexandria,  Leesburg, 
Fairfax  City, and Rockville. The usage of water by the 
other  areas was estimated from population and other in
format ion. This was considered to be satisfactory for the 
purpose  of this report, since the other areas  used only 4 
percent  of the water required by the Region in 1966, and 
they will take only 1 percen t by the year 2010.

An increase of 2%  percent  a year in the population in

the Region to be served water in the  fu ture, used in making 
this forecast, is slightly less than the 2^4 percent  increase 
experienced during the 5 years from 1960 through 1965, 
as this rapid rate of increase is not expected to continue 
far  into the future. The rate of increase used in making 
the forecast is, however, considerably higher  than the 
rate  of about 1% percent  for the enti re United States, and 
reflects the rapid growth in popula tion that is expected in 
the Region in the future, particular ly in areas  outside the 
District of Columbia.

An increase in the average daily per capi ta use of  water 
of l l/2 percent per year has been used in making this  
forecast. This is the rate at which usage in the areas out
side the District  of Columbia has been increasing since 
1958. It reflects the change in character  of these areas that 
has occurred and is expected to continue as the suburban 
and urban  population increases. The average daily per 
capita  usage of water has, however, been limited tc a maxi
mum of 250 gallons, as it is expected to level at or below 
this amount.

The average daily per capita usage of water used in the 
forecast is considered to be the maximum that can be 
expected. This usage could probably be reduced by initi at
ing measures for the conservation of water. These measures 
might include, but need not be limited to, the recycling of 
soapy water from automatic  washers, installa tion of toilets 
which use less water or no water at all, greater use of 
showers for personal bathing,  reduction in the leakage 
from water systems, and the establishment of regressive- 
type rate schedules for water that  will discourage waste by 
consumers.

The maximum daily use of water per capita in the 
Region as a whole has been gradually increased in the 
forecast from 184 gallons actually used in 1966 to 280 
gallons in the  year 2010. This increase  follows the increase 
in the average daily per capita  usage, but at a declining 
rate and reflects the change in use that  is expected to 
accompany the changing character of the Region.
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6. Requirements for Municipal Water from 
the Potomac River and Its Estuary

The amount  o f water needed for municipal use that will 
have to be taken from the Potomac River and  its Estuary 
and supplied by other sources to meet the requirements of 
the Region on the maximum day in 1970 and for each 
tenth year therea fter through the year 2010 has been 
determined as follows:

Millions o f Gallons Per Da y

Year
Potomac 

River & Estuary
Other

Sources Total

1970 343 140 483
1980 512 163 675
1990 710 192 902
2000 981 230 1,211
2010 1,364 252 1,616

The other sources of water referr ed to above
Patuxent River, Occoquan Creek Storage,  Goose Creek 
Storage, and other small streams and wells. These sources 
would supply 29 percent of the requirements on a  maximum 
day in 1970 and 16 percent in 2010. The amount of water 
that would be supplied from each source in each of the 
years studied  is shown in Table 1.

Table  1

DE MAN D FOR MUNIC IPAL WATER IN  TH E WASH
INGTON METRO POLITAN REGION ON TH E MAXIM UM  

DAY

1970-2010 Inclusive

Million Gallons Per Day

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

Potomac River  and 
Estuary

Washington Aque
duct 286 356 455 608 807

Washington Su
burban Sanitary  
Commission 57 148 243 357 498

City of Alexandria — — — — 36
City of  Rockville 4. 6 8 11 15 21
City of Leesburg — — 0.5 1.3 2. 3

Total 34 7.6 512 0 709.5 98 1. 3 1364 3

Other Sources  
Patuxtent River 65 65 65 65 65
Wells in Prince 

George’s County IS IS 15 15 15
Occoquan Creek 51 72 98 132 150
Goose Creek 4. 5 6 9 12 16
Wells & Springs at  

Leesburg 0. 8 1.4 1.5 1. 5 1.5
Misc. Wells & 

Streams 4. 0 4 .0 4 .0 4 .0 4.0

Total 140 3 163 4 192 5 22 9.5 25 1.5

TOTAL 487.9 67 5.4 902 0 1210.8 1615.8

The maximum amount of water that  must be supplied 
by the Potomac River and by its Estuary under  low-flow 
condit ions can be diverted by gravity  flow and pumping 
from the river  above Great Falls, by pumping at Little 
Falls, and by pumping from the Estuary below Little Falls. 
These amounts are shown below for the maximum day in 
each of the years studied.

Diversion  in Millions of  Gallons 1Per Day

Year
Above 

Great Falls
At Little  

Falls
From

Estuary Total

1970 290 53 — • 343
1980 290 — 222 512
1990 290 — 420 710
2000 290 — 691 981
2010 290 — 1,07 4 1,3 64

The amounts of water shown above are based upon the 
assumption that the maximum day occurs on the day of 
the lowest discharge of record for the river near  Washing- 
tong, D.C., which was 390 mgd on September 10, 1966. 
The occurrence of these two events on the same day rep
resents the most adverse condit ions that might affect water 
supply for the Region and this does not appea r probable, 
as the two usually occur at different times at the low-flow 
season. Also, the probabi lity of a discharge as low as 390 
mgd occurr ing near  Washington, D.C., is not high. Based 
upon past experience this may on the average be expected 
to occur in the fu ture abou t once in 15 years.

The amount  of water available  above Great Falls for 
municipal  water supply has been reduced by 100 mgd in 
the years 1970 throu gh 2010 to make this available for 
flow down the river from Great Falls to Little Falls. This 
was the minimum flow over Little Falls during the drought 
in 1966, and has been used here as an amount that might 
be acceptable. At Little Falls about  20 mgd of this water 
will be diverted to the C & O Canal and the rest will flow 
over Little Falls into the Estuary.

The flow from Great Falls to Little Falls and over Little 
Falls to the Estuary is considered to be necessary for 
esthetic reasons and to main tain the flow required for the 
benefit of aquatic life. The flow through the C & O Canal, 
all of which discharges into the Estuary, is necessary for 
esthetic reasons, for recreat ional purposes and to supply 
water to the hydroelectric genera ting plant and a direct- 
drive water wheel of the Wilkins-Rogers Milling Company, 
Inc., located in Georgetown in the District of Columbia. 
The water supply to the Wilkins-Rogers Milling Company, 
Inc., can probably be interrupted in future emergencies as 
it has in the past, in which case only about 2 mgd would 
be required for the C & O Canal.

The amount  of water to be diverted at Little Falls, 
shown in the above table, is only that which is available 
from the discharge of the rive r in excess of the diversions  
to be made above Great  Falls, and the 100 mgd diverted  
to the C & 0  Canal and flowing over Little Falls. It does 
not include water pumped from the Estuary to Little Falls

44 -315  0  - 70 - 6
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for municipal water supply tha t must also be pumped by 
the Little Falls plant to the Dalecarlia  Filter  Plant.

Some of the water shown in the above table must be 
pumped from the Estuary,  start ing before 1980, for the 
Washington Aqueduct, for the Washington Suburban Sani
tary  Commission before the year  2000, and for  the City of 
Alexandria before 2010. The amount required for each of 
these, for the maximum day in the years studied, is as 
follows:

Millions o f Gallons Per Day

Washington
Subu rban

Year
Washing ton
Aqu educt

Sanitary
Comm ission

City of 
Alexandria To tal

1970 __ __
1980 222 — — 222
1990 420 — — 420
2000 608 83 — 691
2010 807 231 36 1,074

To Take Water from the7. Pumping  Plants Required
Potomac River Estuary for Municipa l Water Supp ly

A study has been made of the type, size, location  and 
cost of the pumping plant that will be needed by the 
Washington Aqueduct to take water from the Estuary in 
the future. The pumping plants needed by the Washington 
Suburban Sanitary Commission and the City of Alex
andr ia for taking water from the Estuary have not been 
studied, as these would be a part  of the normal water 
system development of these agencies even if large  dams 
and reservo irs are constructed on the Potomac River. 
The pumping plant for the Washington Aqueduct would, 
however, be constructed in lieu of the large dams and 
reservoirs.

The pumping plant  located on the Estuary tha t would 
be needed to supply the emergency requirements of the 
Washington Aqueduct (hereinafter called the Palisades 
Pumping Plan t) should, if practicable,  be ready for initial  
operation by about  the year 1970, although it probably 
would no t have to pump any appreciable amount of water 
in that year  under the most adverse condit ions which 
might occur. It should be able to pump increasing amounts 
therea fter up to 807 mgd by the year  2010. The need for 
reserve pumping capacity  in this pumping plant  is ques
tionable, and none is proposed herein. The probabili ty of 
an extremely low discharge of the Potomac River,  to 
place a maximum demand on the pumping plant, is not 
high, and when this condition does occur it will last only 
a relatively short  time. In addition, the reliab ility of 
pumping units of the type subsequently suggested for this 
plant is inherently high, and the large amount of time 
when they will not operate  will be more than sufficient for 
performing adequa te preventive maintenance.

The capacity in the Palisades Pumping Plant  should 
probably be installed in four units, which could be con
structed in two phases of two units each to meet the 
requirements as they increase. Installation of these units 
should be as follows:

Phase 1—1970 Units 1 and 2 of 200 mgd each 
Phase 2—1990 Units  3 and 4 of 200 mgd each

The Palisades  Pumping Plant  should probab ly be lo
cated on land  now owned by the Federal Government 
between the C & O Canal and the Potomac River about 
13,000 feet downstream from the Little Falls Pumping 
Plant in the vicinity  of Fletchers Boat House, as shown 
in the plate on the outside  back cover. This is a section 
of the river  commonly called the Potomac Palisades. 
There appears  to be sufficient space for the pumping plant 
at this location, and the Potomac River Channel star ts 
to widen and deepen here, making it suitable for a fore
bay. The elevation of the water in the forebay at Little

Falls Pumping Plant to where water from the Estuary 
would be pumped is only about 40 feet above the mean 
low water elevation of the surface of the river  at the 
proposed Palisades Pumping Plant.  This is a relatively 
low head against  which to pump water, and the cost for 
electric energy should be comparatively small.

One pressure pipe with a 9-foot inside diameter, run 
ning 13,000 feet from the Palisades Pumping Plant  to the 
forebay at Little Falls Pumping Plant, would be installed 
for each pair of pumping units. The two pipes would be 
buried in trenches  located between the low-water bank of 
the Potomac River and the C & O Canal, on land now 
owned by the Federal Government in an area  that is only 
under water durin g a high discha rge of the river.

This is a convenient location for the construction of the 
Palisades Pumping Plant  and associated pipelines, as the 
area  is readily accessible for the transporta tion of con
struction materials. No access road or railroad would have 
to be constructed.  A road now runs along the river side 
of the C & O Canal the entire distance  from the Palisades 
Pumping Plant Site to the Little Falls Pumping Plant, 
and a branch  line of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad 
located between the  road and the river, runs by the pump
ing plant site and upstream for a half-mile before cross
ing the canal.

The pumping units would be of the electrically-driven 
turbine or propeller type, each requiring  about 2000 kva 
of power at full load. The plant  would be fully automatic 
and remotely controlled from eithe r the Little Falls Pump
ing Plant or the Dalecarlia Filte r Plant.

The construc tion cost of the Palisades Pumping Plant 
is estimated to be as follows:

Co st in Th ousands of Dol lars

*

Phase  1 Phase 2 To tal
Pum ping un its , accessory  elec

tric al and  mec hanical equip 
me nt,  and  substat ion

In take  and  building
Pipe line

<1,210
1,400
2,09 0

<1,210
700

2,090

<2,420
2,10 0
4,180

To tal <4,700 <4,000 <8,700

These construction costs are based upon prices as of
December, 1967. They do not include an allowance for 
the effects of future  inflation or the escalation of wage 
rates.

The 88.7 million cost of constructing the Palisades  
Pumping Plant  will be but a fraction of the cost of 8393 
million (1962 prices) that would be required to construct 
the 16 large dams and reservoirs  that  have been proposed
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to augment the low flow of the Potomac River. The con
struc tion cost of the Palisades  Pump ing Plan t will also be 
conside rably less than the 858 million portion of the cost 
of the 16 large  dams and reservoirs tha t has been allocated 
to water supply, most of which is for  the benefit of the 
Region.

The 88.7 million cost of cons truct ing the Palisades  
Pumping Plant  will also be much less than the cost of 
877.3 million (1967 prices) tha t would be required to 
construct the Bloomington dam and reservoir,  primarily

* for the benefit of the Region’s water supply. This is the 
first of the 16 projects proposed for construction. The 
88.7 million construction cost for the Palisades Pumping 
Plan t appears more favorable  still when compared with 
the cost of the Bloomington dam and reservoir together  
with an additional 832.8 million (1962 costs) construe -

* tion cost for the Little Cacapon, Sideling Hill Creek and 
Town Creek dam and reservo ir projects , proposed by the 
Department of the Inte rior  in its Interim Report on the 
Potomac River Basin.

The Palisades Pumping Plan t could be constructed in 
the relatively short  time of abou t 18 months; possibly 
less, if required by an emergency. The equipment that 
would be used is of a conventional type that  should be 
readily  available; but smaller pumping units could be 
used in an emergency if  they could be supplied in a shorte r 
time. The projec t is relatively small, so that the work 
should not pose the difficulties frequently encountered in 
the construction of large dams and  reservoirs which 
usually require between 3 to 5 years to construct.

The Washington Suburban San itary Commission will 
need by the year 2010 a pumping capac ity of 428 mgd 
in addit ion to the 70 mgd now installed  at its Potomac 
River Pumping Plant, in order to supply the require
ments of the maximum day. A maximum of 267 mgd is 
all that could be supplied from the Potomac River Plant 
if there were no low-flow augmentation  in order to leave 
100 mgd in the river channel. The rema ining 231 mgd 
would have to be supplied from the Estuary. However, if 
there were low-flow augmentation the entire  498 mgd 
could be taken at the Potomac River Pumping Plant. In

8. The Cost of Pumping 
River Estuary for the

The majo r cost in connection with the Palisades Pump
ing Plant  of the Washington Aqueduct will be the fixed 
costs. The cost of maintenance and electri c power will be 
relatively low, as the plant will not be operated much of 

9 the time even when the amount of water  supplied to con
sumers has increased substantially. These  costs are shown 
in Table 2 separately for pumping for  the Washington 
Aqueduct, and pumping to permit  ma inta ining a minimum 
flow of 100 mgd in the river  for water  years which cor- 

*  respond approximately with each of the years studied,
under  low-flow condit ions on the Potomac River.

The annual  cost of the Palisades  Pump ing Plan t even 
when pumping water to maintain a minimum flow in the 
river  as shown in Table 2, is but a fraction of the average 
annua , cost of 820.8 million (1962 costs)  for  the 16 large  
dams and reservoirs that have been proposed.

The cost of pumping water from the Estuary by the 
Palisades  Pumping Plant has been determined for water

eithe r case pumping capacity  will have to be installed to 
supply the 231 mgd. Installing pumping capac ity on the 
Estuary  instead of at the Potomac River Pumping Plan t 
will probab ly elimina te the future  need for a dam across  
the river to provide  a forebay for the Potomac River  
Pumping Plant.  Such a dam and forebay would have an 
adverse ecological effect upon this area.

The installa tion of pumping capacity on the Estuary by 
the Washington Suburban Sanita ry Commission appears 
to have merit in view of the rapidly  increasing demand 
for water in the nearb y Prince  George’s County area,  
tfhich it could supply. The pumping plant  could be lo
cated near the Estuary in Prince George’s County so as 
to deliver water directly  to the water mains in the county 
afte r treatment, instead of transp orting water to the area  
by pipeline some 40 to 45 miles from the Potomac River 
Pumping Plan t, as is now done. It might be desirable to 
operate  this pumping plant to a certain extent all of the 
time once it is constructed. This would pose no par ticu lar 
problem, as the Potomac River would discha rge more 
water into the Estuary than would be taken out by all the 
pumping plants even in a dry year -in all but the summer 
months, and during an occasional short  period  in the 
autumn,  as subsequently discussed.

A pumping plant  on the Estuary for the Washington 
Suburban Sanitary  Commission could be put underground 
if desired, to avoid an adverse effect upon the appea rance  
of the riverbank; it could be controlled  remotely so that  
no operators  would be required. The treatment plant for 
the water could be located away from the river  at a suit 
able place, where it would not be objec tionab le with 
appropria te architectu re and landscaping.

The Alexandr ia water system, operated  by the Fairfax 
Water  Authority, will by 2010 need—in addit ion to the 
water available  from Occoquan Creek—pumping capacity 
that could take about  36 mgd from the Estuary  in order 
to supply the requirements of the maximum day, unless 
arrangements are made to obtain  water indirectly from 
the Estuary.  Fai rfax  County has considerable frontage 
on the Estuary, so it should be possible to find a suitab le 
location for a pumping plant.

Water from the Potomac 
Washington Aqueduct

Table  2
AN NU AL CO ST FOR PALIS AD ES PU MPI NG PL ANT  

1970-2010 Inclusive  
Th ousands of Dol lars

Wate r Yea r

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

Ma intena nce
Basic  Requi rem ents * 32 8 32 t  62 8 62 8 62
Min imum Flow Ma intena nce 8 8 8 8 8
To tal to 40 70 70 70

Elect ric  Power
Basic Requireme nts 2 2 16 38 102
Min imum Flow Main ten anc e — — 11 14 35
To ta l 2 2 27 52 137

Fixed Cost s
Basic Requireme nts 270 270 270 270 270
Min imum Flow Ma intenanc e 67 67 67 67 67
To ta l 337 337 337 337 337

To ta l Cos t
Basic  Requireme nts 304 304 348 370 434
Minimum Flow Ma intena nce 75 75 86 89 110

TO TA L $379 8379 8434 8459 8544



years running from October  1, which is normally about 
the time higher  water begins to be available each year, 
through September 30 at the end of the following dry 
season. A water year is considered to be desirable rathe r 
than a calendar year which would include the months of 
October, November, and December, at the beginn ing of 
the wet season for the succeeding year.

Operating costs for this plant will be small and consist 
chiefly of maintenance expense as it will be an automatic 
plant remotely controlled by the present  operators from 
the Dalecarlia Filter  Plan t or the Little Falls Pumping 
Plant.

Electric power will be purchased from the Potomac Elec
tric Power Company under the LP rate schedule, applicable 
to large loads.

The fixed costs consist of a uniform annual amount for 
the depreciation of plant, interest  at 3%  percent a year on 
the depreciated investment, and replacements over the 
45-year service life of the pumping plant, and admin istra
tive general expenses.

The amount  of energy used by the Palisades  Pumping 
Plant in pumping municipal water from the Estuary and 
to replace the water flowing over Little Falls in the water 
years studied, under low-flow condit ions resulting in the 
maximum use of energy, the number of days the pumps 
would be operated and the amount  of water to be pumped, 
are shown in Table 3.

Ta ble 3

EL EC TR IC  EN ER GY REQ UIR ED , DAYS OP ER AT ED  AN D 
QU AN TITY  OF WATER TO  RE  PU M PE D BY TH E PA LI 

SADES PU M PIN G PL AN T

MW H
Ene rgy

Requi red
No.  D ays  
Ope rated

bg
Pum ped

1970
Basic Requireme nts Nil Nil Nil
Min imum Flow Ma intena nce Nil Nil Nil
To tal Nil Nil Nil

1980
Basic  Requi rem ents Nil Nil Nil
Min imum Flow Ma intenance Nil Nil Nil
To tal Nil Nil Nil

1990
Basic. Requi rem ents 1,04 0 41 4 9
Min imu m Flow Ma intena nce 1,08 8 52 5.2
To tal 2,128 52 10 1

2000
Basic  Requireme nts 3,0 42 62 14 5
Min imu m Flow Ma intena nce 1.553 74 7.4
To tal 4,5 95 74 21 9

2010
Basic  Requireme nts 9,668 122 46 0
Min imum Flow Ma intenance 3,423 163 16 3
To ta l 13,091 163 62 .3

The daily virgin  dischargt; of the Potomac River near
Washington, D.C., for the 1965-66 water year, which in
cludes the lowest flow of record , is shown in Figure  3 on 
page 12, compared with the actual total diversion for 
municipal  water and the C & O Canal in that  period, and 
with the estimated  divers ions for municipal  water only 
in the water year 2010. The water year 2010 has been 
used in Figure 3 because the diversion in this year is the 
maximum in the period studied,  and it appears that the 
method of supplying this divers ion can be used to the

extent needed to supply the smaller diversions in prio r 
years.

The divers ions in the water year 2010 have been dis
tribu ted in the same monthly propor tion as the diversions 
actually made in the years 1965-66. The average daily 
diversion in each month for the year 2010 has been used 
in Figu re 4, without showing the diversion for each day. 
This procedure  is considered adequate to indica te the 
approximate total volume of water that  must be pumped. 
The volume of water required for municipal use that must 
be pumped from the Estuary is indicated by the shaded 
areas  on Figure 4. The water that  must be pumped from 
the Estuary has been apportioned among the agencies 
which will do the pumping in proportion to their  forecast 
maximum daily demand for water.

The Palisades Pumping Plant will be needed chiefly in 
years of low water and will not be used in median and 
high water  years with the exception of a few days in 
some of these years. As a result the cost of electric power 
in these years will be chiefly the monthly minimum charge 
of $154, and the cost of maintenance will be somewhat less 
than the amounts previously shown.

The limited extent to which the Palisades Pumping Plant 
will be required to operate  may be judged from a deter
mina tion of the amount it would be operated if the future 
discharge of the Potomac River near  Washington, D.C., 
is s imi lar to the actual discharge durin g the last 37 years. 
On this  basis the probability  of the Palisades Pumping 
Plant  being operated  to assist in supplying the forecast 
municipal water requirements of the Region, while main
tain ing a minimum flow of 100 mgd from Great Falls to 
the Estua ry in each of the years studied, is as follows:

Water
Year

% Probability 
of operatin g

1970 0. 0
1980 0.1
1990 1.2
2000 3.4
2010 9.4

In considering  the desirab ility of constructing the 
Palisades  Pumping Plant it is significant to note that  it 
will not operate  to an appreciab le extent until after  the 
end of this century. The Pumping Plant will probably not 
be operated at all in 27 of the 40 years from 1970 to 
2010, but it will provide low-cost insurance against  a 
possible shortage of municipal water in the Region in an 
occasional year for a short period of time. The potential 
need for supplemental water is so small for the foreseeable 
futur e that it is difficult to justify the expenditure  of the 
large  amount of public funds for the 16 dams and reser
voirs that have been proposed heretofor when the  Palisades 
Pump ing Plant can supply all the water needed at a 
frac tion  of the cost.

To mainta in a flow of 100 mgd in the Potomac River 
from Great Falls to the Estuary  under low-flow conditions , 
the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission and the 
Washington Aqueduct must permit this volume of water 
to bypass the intakes to thei r pumping plants. This prob
ably would not increase the cost of pumping by the Wash
ington Suburban Sanitary Commission, since the pumping 
would be done in an estuarial pumping plant  instead of 
the Potomac River Plant. The Washington Aqueduct 
would, however, have to pump an addit ional  100 mgd 
from the Estuary to the intake of the Little Falls Pumping
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Plant at costs shown in Table 2. The number  of days of 
pumping, as shown in Table 3, would also increase some
what.

The pumping cost which would stem from maintenance 
of a flow of 100 mgd in the Potomac River from Great 
Falls to the Estua ry should, it appears,  be allocated to all 
of the water systems that  are supplied water by the Wash-

9. The Potomac

The Potomac River  Estuary extends for 117 miles to 
its junct ion with the Chesapeake Bay. Water  is added to 
it by many tributar ies,  the  largest of which is the  Anacostia 
River, which enters  at Washington. The total contr ibution 
of the trib utaries  in the reach of most interest in this 
study, which is tha t par t of the Estuary between Little 
Falls and the vicinity  of Indian  Head, Maryland , is not 
sufficient however to add appreciably  to the wate r in 
storage in the Estuary, as their  drainage area is only 
4 percent of the total  drainage area of the Potomac River 
above Indian Head.

The width of the Estuary varies from a few hundred  
feet at the head to almost 6 miles at the mouth. Shallow 
depths are found throug hout  most of the estuarine reach 
except in the  channel.  The reach from Little Falls down
stream 2%  miles to Three Sisters, in which section it is 
proposed to locate the Palisades Pumping Plant , is by con
trast  fairly deep in most places.

The Estuary is a drowned valley where the fresh waters  
of the Potomac River  and the salty waters of the Chesa
peake Bay mix. This  mixing extends up the Estuary to 
the vicinity of Indian Head, where a brackish-water fron t 
exists. Although some salty water intrudes beyond this  
front, the chloride content is within the limits considered 
desirable for  municipal water.

The ocean tides which reach to Little Falls, where the 
river makes its last descent over the fall-line rocks into 
the Estuary, are a major contr ibuto r to the mixing of the 
waters. The mean tidal  range in the Washington Channel 
is 2.9 feet.

The upper  reach of the Estuary, which conta ins fresh 
water, is a relative ly narrow section extending for a dis
tance of about  24 miles to the brackish-water fron t. The 
width of the Estuary in this reach does not exceed abou t 
1% miles, as may be seen in the back-cover illustra tion.

The total volume of water discharged by the Potom ac 
River in every water year exceeds by many times the 
100 bg of fresh water  tha t is held in natural storage by 
the upper Estuary. As a result, this reach of the tidal rive r 
is thoroughly flushed several times every year. Fo r ex
ample, the total discha rge of the Potomac River  into the 
Estuary  in the low-water year of 1965-66 was abou t 1,300 
bg, excluding the water taken for municipal use; or 13 
times the 100 bg of fresh water in natural storage.  In 
the high-water  year of 1948-49, the total discharge of 
the Potomac River into the Estuary was 3,800 bg, or  38

ington Aqueduct, in propo rtion  to the quant ity of water 
taken. This is appropriate , since the need for pumping 
100 mgd from the Estuary is the result of their usage of 
Potomac River water.

The possibility of producing hydroelec tric energy from 
these units at times when they are not needed for pumping 
has been investigated and found to be uneconomic. 

River Estuary

times the volume of fresh water in natu ral storage.
Not all of the discharge of the Potomac River is effec

tive in Pushing the upper reach of the Estuary, as the 
rate of discharge must be over about  10,000 cubic feet 
per second for perhaps as long as a minimum of 10 days 
in order  to reach the brackish-water front. Such conditions 
occur several times in every year, however, even in years *
of extremely low water.

In addition to the water discharged into the Estuary
by the Potomac River and its tributar ies,  waste water will
also be discharged into the Estuary. The annual amount
of this forecast for the years studied,  is as follows:

Wa ter Billions
Yea r of Gallons

1970 93
1980 131
1990 187
2000 260
2010 352

The amounts of waste water shown above will be de
rived from used municipal  water supplied from the 
Potomac River, water imported  into the Potomac River 
Basin from the Patuxent River Basin, water taken from 
small streams, wells and springs , and, starting with 1980, 
water pumped from the Potomac River Estuary.  The vol
ume of sanita ry waste water is fairly  uniform throughout 
the year. This will make it easier to dispose of the  sanitary  
waste water if it is decided to tran sport it any distance 
from the places where it is treated.

The increasingly large volume of waste water will, if 
properly  treated  and discharged at the right  places in the 
Estuary, have little or no adverse effect upon the environ
ment. If these things  are properly done, the continued 
availability  of an adequate  amoun t of fresh water in 
natural storage to supply the emergency requirements of 
the Region can be assured.

By installing the Palisades Pump ing Plant it will be 
possible to meet all of the emergency municipal water re
quirements of the Region until about  the end of this 
century,  without taking more than a small amount of 
water from the Estuary. Thus there  will be adequate time 
to make the needed changes in the  treatment of waste water 
and its discharge  to the Estuary,  so as to bring about an 
improvement in the estuaria l water which, it is expected, 
will be required by the Federal  Water Pollution Control 
Act.

10. Quality  of the Water in the Potomac River Estuary

In considering the adverse effects of pollutants  in the 
Potomac River Estuary, it might be helpful to understand 
how impuri ties get into the water and how they can be 
removed. W ater is used over and over again in the natura l 
hydrologic  cycle of the world. In this cycle atmospheric

moisture  that is in transporta tion and storage, almost free 
of pollutants, eventually falls to the earth as precipi tation. 
There  it is disposed of by surface runoff and evaporation, 
by infiltration into the ground,  and by transpira tion from 
trees and other vegetation. All this water remains in the
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hydrologic  cycle. Part of it is initially returned  to the 
atmosphere  by evaporat ion and transpira tion , and the 
remain ing port ion goes into storage in the grou nd or in 
lakes, ponds, and the oceans. From these na tura l reservo irs 
it is evaporated to repeat the cycle.

The waters in the natural hydrologic  cycle become pol
luted to a certain  extent as they move over the surface 
of the earth  and through the soil and rocks, until  again 
taken into the atmosphere by evaporation or transpiration, 
or after reaching the oceans from where they are  evap
orated.  In eithe r case they leave the pollutants behind. The 

*  pollution of the portion of these waters that  is used by
man for municipal and indust rial purposes is increased, 
because of use primarily  for transporting unwanted waste 
substances. These substances are usually fecal mater ial, 
soap and detergents, chemicals, heat and other  mater ials. 
The water itself is not changed by addition of these pol
lutants. Upon the ir removal by the natural process of flow
ing streams, and while in storage or in man-made treat
ment plants, the water becomes suitable  for reuse. The 
effectiveness of these natura l and man-made purif ication 
processes is indicated by the large extent to which water, 
during its stay on earth , is being reused today for  mun ici
pal and industrial purposes in many parts  of the United 
States.

Pollutants enter ing the Potomac River Estua ry from  the 
Region are chiefly from the following sources:

1. Municipal Waste Water
2. Storm Waters
3. Boats and Ships
4. Dredging Materials

All of these pollutants can be reduced to a satis factory 
level using means now available.

A comprehensive estuarine pollution study by the De
partment of the Inte rior  to develop recommendations for 
a national  action  program, was directed  by the Congress 
in the Clean Water  Restoration Act of 1966. Und er the 
Act the Secretary of the Interior  must repo rt on the 
matter  by November  1, 1969; but he has indic ated that 
recommendations for action may be made earl ier.  The 
study is needed; for, while we may in the past  have 
planned well in our separate compartments for a single 
purpose there is now a need for consideration  of all 
phases of the Estua ry problem in the full perspective of 
their  inter-rela tionship.  It seems that, so far, no group  
of planners has considered the ecological impact  of thei r 
proposals on the Estuary, even when confronted with a 
certain  threa t to its natural values. What is needed is 
better Estuary management.

Processes commonly used for many years can be em
ployed to remove pollutants  from municipal waste water 
of the Region. Filtr ation  (usually through beds of sand ), 
sedimentation (by precip itation and settling) apd coag
ulation (by thicken ing or curdling) can be employed to 

*  remove up to 95 percent  of the suspended solids. Oxida
tion by forced aerat ion can make oxygen-demanding sub
stances inert  by removing up to 95 percent of the bio
chemical oxygen demand (BOD). These are usually re
ferred  to as prim ary treatm ent (filtrat ion and sedim enta
tion)  and secondary treatm ent (oxidation) and use what 
is called the activated sludge process.

Nutrients  (nitro gen and phosphate) rema ining  in the

effluent f rom the treatment plants,  which result in the bio
logical enrichment or eutrophica tion of the Estuary, 
stimulate  the growth of aquatic plant life such as algae. 
These die and sink to the bottom,  and as they decompose 
will absorb oxygen from the water. This shortage of 
oxygen may kill animal life, which in turn  decomposes. 
This however does not make the water unusable for 
municipal  purposes when properly treated.  These nutrients 
can however be removed by addit ional  treatment such as 
adsorp tion, or perhaps by a modification in the conven
tional prim ary and secondary treatm ent to increase the 
aeration. An increase in aerat ion can, at least in some 
treatment plants, remove most of the phosphates which 
will drastically reduce the growth of aquatic  plant  life. 
A join t Government and soap and detergent industry task 
force has recently been established by the Secretary of 
the Inte rior  to investigate  eutrophicat ion, including the 
role that phosphates and detergents play in the process, 
and their  possible replacements.

The effluent from waste water treatment plants is nor
mally treated with chlorine to sterilize it. When this is 
done adequately,  the coliform  bacteria count can be kept 
low. Effluent from the Blue Plains sewage treatm ent plant  
of the District  of Columbia,  which treats most of the 
waste water in the Region, is not well treated.  As a  result, 
the effluent pollutes the Estuary more than it should. In
stead of the Blue Plains plan t removing up to 95 percent 
of the contaminants, as is possible with a well-designed 
and operated treatment  plant, the removal has been as 
low as between 60 percent  and 70 percen t in the summer. 
In addition the plant does not remove an adequate amount 
of nutrients, with the result tha t algae flourishes in the 
Estuary. These are matters which must be corrected under 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. Plans  have re
cently been initiated toward this end.

Storm waters from the Region should be treated  before 
release to the Estuary to  prevent  pollution from this source 
instead of overflowing without treatm ent when the capacity  
of sewers is reached as is presently the case. These waters 
contain pollutants  deposited on streets and highways and 
from other sources, such as garbage, animal and vehicle 
droppings , newspapers, dir t and pesticides, and all man
ner of debris.  When storm waters overflow, they also 
contain  sewage picked up in the sani tary  sewers. In order  
to treat  the polluted storm waters it will probably be neces
sary to enlarge  the sewers leading to the treatment plants, 
and increase  the capacity of the plants. As an alternative,  
provision might be made for temporary storage of storm 
waters so they can be subsequent ly transported to trea t
ment plants through existing sewers a little at a time, to 
avoid need for increasing capaci ty of the sewers and the 
treatment  plants.

The District of Columbia has, for a number of years, 
gradually  been separating storm sewers from sanita ry 
sewers so that storm waters will d ischarge directly into the 
Estuary without treatment. This does not solve the basic 
problem of keeping pollutants out of the Estuary,  and in 
addition is costly. Also unfortunately,  there  is usually con
siderable  precipitation in the Region durin g the low-flow 
season, and storm water flushes po llutants into the Estuary 
when the rive r is not high enough to flush them out.

Storm waters can be stored temporarily  in a number 
of ways, depending upon circumstances. Among these are
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storage  in ponds and sewers, and storage in tunnels and 
caverns beneath city streets.  The City of Chicago is pres 
ently boring a tunnel  beneath  streets, near the northern 
city limits, for use as a waste-water storehouse. Waste 
water after a storm can be gradual ly pumped from storage 
into the existing sewer system leading to treatment plants. 
It has been estimated tha t this method of handling storm 
waters is less costly than separating storm and sanitary 
sewers, and in addit ion provides for treatment  of the  sto rm 
waters, not usually contemplated in the separation of the 
sewers. Several other ma jor cities in the United States 
either  have started  construction of projects to eliminate 
pollution from storm  water or are studying the matter.

Pollution released from boats and ships in the Estuary 
can be controlled by promulgating proper  regulations.  
Majo r sources of pollution are sewage, oil, garbage and 
ballast and bilge water. Steps have recently been initiated  
to control  these by Federa l legislation.

Pollution of the Estuary by dredging materials  is being 
studied and it is expected this will be adequately controlled 
in the foreseeable future.

Although the average citizen of the Region is likely to 
call the Potomac River a cesspool or an open sewer this 
is to say the least incorrec t. The quality of the water en
tering  the Region is reasonably good and is improving. 
The quality  of the water in the upper Estuary is determined 
by the Region and not by upstream abuses, as pollution in 
the Estuary remains  near its origin ating  source. Prim ary 
cause of the difficulties in the Estuary is growing popula
tion and lack of adequate treatm ent for waste and storm 
waters that are discha rged directly into the Estuary. If the 
steps previously outlined  in this study are taken, quality 
of the water in the Estuary should improve considerably.

The cost of keeping pollution  out of the Estuary will be 
relatively small in comparsion with the increasingly ad
verse effects that may be otherwise expected if this is not 
done. Among other things,  it will be less costly to take 
municipal water for emergency use from a clean Estuary 
than to construct  16 large  dams and reservoirs upstream 
to dilute pollution and  supply the water.

The upper  Estuary of the Potomac River would in each 
month of a low-water year  receive more water from the 
discharge of the rive r than would be taken from the 
Estuary for municipal  water in each of the years studied, 
until July  in the year 2000. Star ting  in that month under 
these emergency condi tions,  more water would be taken 
from the Estuary than would be supplied by the Potomac 
River discharge in the months  of Ju ly and August, as may 
be seen in Table 4. This condition  could first occur in a 
low-water year between the years 1990 and 2000, and might 
occur in any year thereafter under  these emergency con
ditions. Such emergency condit ions may be expected only 
occasionally, as previously noted.

By the year 2010 the amoun t of water taken from the 
Estuary would in a low-water year slightly exceed the 
discharge of the Potomac River in the month of November 
as may be seen in Figure 3. The net amount of water taken 
from the Estuary would however be relatively small and 
not of significant  importance.

It will be observed that  the net amount  of water taken 
from the Estuary for municipal water is relatively small 
in all cases compared with the 100 bg of fresh water held 
in natural storage.

Table  4

CO MP AR ISO N OF  TH E AM OU NT  OF  WAT ER  RE QU IR ED  
FR OM  TH E POTOMA C RI VE R DU RIN G SU MM ER  

MO NT HS WIT H TH E 1965-66 DI SC HA RG E

Required P.R . Discharge Excess
From  P.R . 1965-66 Discharge

1970 Ju n
Ju l
Aug
Sep

7,9 00
9,60 0
9,10 0
7,5 50

58.300 
24,000
20.300  

119 ,200

50.40 0
14.400  
11,2 00

111 ,650
1980 Jun 11,700 58,300 46,60 0

Jul 14,200 24,00 0 9,80 0
Aug 13,500 20,30 0 6,80 0
Sep 11,200 119,200 108 ,000

1990 Ju n 17,4 00 58,300 40,9 00
Jul 21,20 0 24 ,00 0 2,8 00
Aug 20,10 0 20 ,30 0 200
Sep 16,700 119 ,200 102,500

2000 Ju n 24,90 0 58,30 0 33,400
Jul 30,40 0 24 ,00 0 (6,4 00)
Aug 28,700 20,30 0 (8,4 00)
Sep 23,80 0 119,200 95,40 0

2010 Ju n 35,000 58,300 23,300
Jul 42 ,70 0 24,00 0 (18,7 00)
Aug 40,300 20,30 0 (20,0 00)
Sep 33,400 119,200 85,800

All the water that enters the municipal water systems 
of the Region will be discharged into the Estuary as 
effluent from waste water treatment  plants, except for 
losses by leakage from the water and sewer systems, use 
losses such as evaporation, transpira tion from watered 
plants  and trees, or passage into the groun d after  use. 
These losses will be  about  25 percent of the tota l entering 
the water systems.

In the year 2010 for example the following quantities  
of waste water from municipal  systems are  expected to be 
returned  to the Estuary durin g the summer months.

Billion*
Mo nth  of  Gallon*

Jun e 47 .9
July 58 3
August 55 .0
September 46 7

These amounts  are substantia lly grea ter than the net 
amounts it is proposed to take from the Estuary  for 
municipal water supply shown in Table 4. As a result, the *
use of water from the Estuary for municipal water supply 
will not decrease the total volume of  fresh watei* in natura l 
storage, and the brackish-water front  will not move up
stream because of this use.

It may be desirable at some time in the future  to trans- <
por t part or all the municipal waste water of the Region 
to a point  near  the brackish-water front  before  discharg
ing it into the Estuary.  This would, to a considerable ex
tent, prevent  mixing the waste water with the fresh water 
in natu ral storage. The need for such trans port ation will 
not develop, however, until about the end of this century, 
as there  is about 13 bg of fresh water of good quality  in 
natura l storage  in the upper Estuary between Little Falls 
and  the Blue Plains  Waste Treatment Plant.
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Mr. W right. If  the gentleman has a par ticu lar feeling about these 
projects—a vendetta, as it  were—I think he is perfec tly within his 
righ ts to pursue the course of this hearing stat ing his case. However, 
to resolve tha t into a broad-brush condemnation of the Corps of 
Engineers or of the Public Works Committees of the  Congress I think 
is a  b it far-fetched , part icularly  since none of  the projects you men
tioned has been authorized by the Congress.

Mr. Smith . Mr. W righ t, if I may, in response to tha t: Fi rst  of all, 
there is no vendetta. These are very hard facts. They represent the 
feelings of g reat numbers of people in the basin. Nobody is blaming 
the Army Engineers.

We are simply saying that  they are not qualified to deal with the 
problems before them. The  problems before them are not problems 
in how to store water in reservoirs. The problems before them are  the 
prope r management of the water resources in the basin, and all the 
other natu ral resources and human problems of the basin. They are 
not qualified to do this.

Mr. Wright. Who would be qualified to do this ?
Mr. Smith . I t will take  some agencies tha t are oriented toward othe r 

purposes. I  suggested here th at the proper thing to do with the Army 
Engineers is to move the military personnel back into the defense 
activities and tran sfer  the civilian staff to the Nat ional A ir and Feder
al Water  Pollution  Control Administrations.

You men in Congress have set up these agencies to  accomplish ce r
tain  beneficial purposes for  the American people. The  funds tha t are 
being thrown away on dams should be channeled into these agencies, 
and the staff—which is, I am sure, a very competent staff in the 
civilian Civil Works Division of the Army Engineers—ought to be 
reassigned to agencies which have other jobs to do.

Mr. Wright. I think it  is just that syndrome that  I find so up
setting. The glib assurance with which you just  toss out the words 
“this  money is thrown away on dams.” I wonder if  you are aware tha t 
of the fi rst $4 billion spent by the Army Corps of Engineers in these 
30 years on flood control dams, calculable savings of property to 
American taxpayers has amounted to more than  $14 bi llion—more 
than 3-to-l in benefits.

Moreover, these are past  benefits and the dams are there to prevent 
additional damages that  otherwise would occur. Do you remember 
the days of the rampaging Mississippi and the terrib le floods tha t 
used to occur frequently before the Army Corps of Engineers began 
its civil works function in flood control ?

Mr. Smith . Congressman, I  would reply to it this  w ay: I can take 
you up to a watershed in West Virginia, upstream from Moorefield, 
W. Va.—the so-called Moorefield River, South Branch of the South 
Fork of the Potomac, in what was once heavily flooding country.

Floods are completely unde r control in  the Moorefield River by v ir
tue of the fact tha t Congress authorized the construction of 25 small 
headwater impoundments on t ha t river which have th e floods entirely 
under  control.

Mr. Wright. Were those done by the Corps of Engineers ?
Mr. Smith . The Soil Conservation Service.
Mr. Wright. They are under  attack by some on the  same premises 

on which others a ttack the Corps of Engineers. Inasmuch as you com-
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mented on the nature of making an adequate s tudy, do you have any 
idea what the average time lapse is between the  initial authorization 
of a study and the ultimate author ization of the beginning of a project ?

Do you know how long a time is required to complete this  labyrin- 
thian  process of study and restudy ? Do you know the average ?

Mr. Smith . Probably very long. In  some cases it is probably  fairly 
short. On the Potomac River Basin, the original  study began around 
1927. The Army has changed these justifications, its benefit-cost ra
tios, about every 10 years during  that  period.

Mr. Wright. Do you a ttrib ute  to the  Army Engineers some sinister 
desire just  to build things, sort  of to perpetuate themselves? Is tha t 
the way you feel about i t ?

Mr. Smith . In part it is true, yes. You have a very la rge executive 
branch bureaucracy here—some 50,000 people—which has a concern 
for its own sel f-perpetuation.

Mr. Wright. Mr. Smith, for  your information, the average time 
that  expires  between-----

Mr. Smith. I  can’t answer that question-----
Mr. Wright. I would be happy to inform you. What we are describ

ing is the period beginning when the Congress directs the Corps to 
begin the  study, the time the  Corps and the distr ict take to make the 
study and have it reviewed and approved and then sent to the Gover
nor of the State, and then sent for analysis to the related agencies— 
transportation  and all the others, water supply, water puri ty, recrea
tion—then sent to the Bureau of the Budget and back to the Congress 
for approval . The average time is 10 years and 8 months.

Now if a p roject is urgently needed during this period, people often 
get flooded out. I could cite you one instance of a careful 7-year study 
during which the entire neighborhood was flooded out of its homes 
11 d ifferent times.

Now, are you asking for longer study?
Mr. Smith . I am asking for a completely different approach to 

the flood problem. The flood problem should be handled by networks 
of headwater reservoirs which can be built  by the Army Engineers or 
by the Soil Conservation Service. However Congress may direct.

But th e problem needs to be handled by stopping the  rain fall  where 
it falls on the farmland , in the forest, by small reservoirs which will 
not do the kind of damage the big reservoirs do downstream.

Mr. Wright. I quite agree with you as to the value of this pro
gram—this upstream flood control program. It  must be accompanied 
by sound land use management on the p art  of all the operations and 
building of terraces and plantin g cover crops in the winter.

I thin k it has enormous value. But let us address ourselves just 
briefly to another situation where cr itics hooted in glee when the Corps 
built a dam above Denver and it stood there for 2 years, hard ly re
taining enough water to allow anyone to fish.

Everybody said, “Look what that  stupid  Congress and the Eng i
neers did—throwing away our tax  money on this monstrosity!” Yet, 
afte r one flash flood in the third  y ear of the life of this dam, it col
lected enough water to save the city of Denver from damages tha t 
would have exceeded the cost of the dam. At the same time, the dam 
provided enough storage of water, sold a t the going residential rate, 
to repay the cost of the dam.
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So in one flash flood this  dam paid for i tself twice. Once in the p ro
vision of water supply storage for a city t ha t needed water, and again 
in saving the  city from damages.

I beseech you not to be too glib and too superficial in a condemna
tion of the wyork of the Army Engineers. As to the long-range neces
sity of thei r work, we had testimony only yesterday concerning the 
conglomeration of population in certain areas, notably Los Angeles.

A Member of Congress from tha t area offered criticism of certain 
, proposals in California to make i t feasible for still more people to be

brought into that  area.
The colloquy in the committee elicited suggestions tha t maybe it 

would be well for us to help to disperse the popula tion rath er than  
♦ to congest it.

Is the gentleman not aware t ha t population centers have sprung up 
where there are navigable waterways, and tha t such projects by the 
Army Corps of Engineers have made it possible for other cities to 
spring up and provide employment opportunities away from our more 
congested areas?

Mr. Smith. I  am well aware of that.  I should jus t comment, Con
gressman, tha t I have been a  professional studen t of these problems 
for 25 years. I am not an amateur. One o f the things tha t has hap 
pened in the country is tha t cities have been built on flood plains where 
they should no t have been bu ilt.

I don’t make any proposal tha t we destroy them and move them out. 
Maybe there might be some merit  in some relocation in some cases. 
In those instances you have to give them some flood protection.

I am suggesting your Soil Conservation Service approach—and the 
agency doesn’t matter . It  is jus t a better system, that  is all. We need 
more of that.  We are not beginning to get enough of it. I think  you 
are undoubtedly familiar  with  the fiscal review problems tha t have 
held this whole program up.

Mr. Wright. May I  interrupt  to  say I am indeed familiar  with it. 
I have the privi lege of being chairman of the Watershed Development 
Subcommittee of the Publ ic Works Committee. My subcommittee 
authorizes these very projects you describe.

I think there ought to  be more, not fewer, of them. But at  the  same 
time I think it unfa ir for us to seek scapegoats—to reach out so quickly

* and so unfa irly to condemn an agency like the Army Corps of  E ngi
neers. The Corps of Engineers, in its appra isal of benefits over cost, 
has, in fact, been demonstrab ly conservative over the years.

Look, for instance, at the Gulf Intercoastal Waterway. The corps
• predicted the waterway might ultimately handle some 7 million tons 

of commerce annually.
Las t year this waterway handled bette r than  60 million tons of 

commerce. Approximately nine times as much. So tha t what  I am 
try ing  to say is t ha t I am with  you. I am for you. I agree tha t we 
ought to be putting more money into the stopping of floods and the 
preserving of the land where the water falls before the first rivulet 
carves out a gully and becomes a flood and inundates downstream 
homes and factories.

But at the same time, I wan t to  say tha t I believe those of us who 
are interested in conservation really ought not divide ourselves and 
try  to make scapegoats of other agencies that do very excellent work. 
When you do tha t, you lose me.
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Mr. Smith . I am glad to have you make those points. I  am in agree
ment with much of what you say. This is not a question of scape
goats. We are trying to make an accurate appra isal of the govern
mental institution here, and since you gentlemen have responsibilities 
in the Government operations field, many of us feel th at this is one 
you ought to look at.

It  is not  a good system which channels requests fo r heavy Federal 
public works outlays without passing them through the Bureau of 
the Budget. Th is is bad.

In  terms o f the constitutional and legislative structure of the Gov
ernment of the United States  it is not an efficient organization. Let 
us put it th at  way.

One other po in t:
With regard to your question o f the flood plain s: The Army Eng i

neers have had an office on the Ohio River, where my impression is 
tha t they have been doing some very fine studies of this question. It  
is a question of getting the Army Engineers, or something with the 
same engineering talent, working on the right assignments.

Maybe i t comes back to Congress after all. Here the study is how 
they can preven t the settlement of flood plains which ought  not to 
be settled; and part of the flood problem is t ha t we just happen to 
have a situat ion on the Potomac where Department of the Inte rior  
studies recently have shown tha t probably there is no flood problem on 
the Potomac River Basin at all, except down here at  the Mall, for the 
reason tha t there  hasn’t been heavy settlement on the  flood plains.

Our problem is zoning now, to keep it tha t way. The Army has 
pre tty well withdrawn flood benefits from its estimates. Thei r origina l 
estimates had heavy flood benefits in them which almost, by their 
own admission now, weren't sound at  the time; so tha t flood plain pro
tection, zoning to prevent the settlement of the flood plains, is 
essential.

Where you have them already settled  and you need a big reservoir, 
or middle size reservoir, o r the kind of th ing  you are t alkin g about at 
Denver, to save the situation, nobody quarrels with this . I t is the bad 
planning and the bad objectives—mainlv the bad objectives—and 
par tly  also the disposition—talking to tfie actual operation of the 
Army Engineers—the disposition to simply ignore and never adjust 
to any of the criticisms made of  th e programs. <

One further  comment: What happened here on the Potomac River 
Basin? In  1961, the first big plans  of the Army Engineers were 
brought out for 16 big reservoirs for  the dilution  of pollution. The 
resistance began with the American Farm  Federation in my county •
in Pennsylvania—and I was in it as a dairyman, I shipped as much 
as 600,000 pounds of milk into Philadelphia  in a ye ar’s time. I am a 
commercial dairym an with a lot of experience.

I am a member o f all the farm organizations. We organized in tha t 
county and took it to the Pennsylvania  Farmers Association and to 
the National Farm Bureau Federation. The American Farm Bureau 
Federat ion went on record in opposition to these reservoirs.

Meanwhile all the conservation organizations joined together. At 
tha t time i t was a technical study by the National Park s Association 
in which they concurred. No legislation w as involved.

The United Automobile Workers and the United Mine Workers, as 
well as the Farm Bureau and the National Grange, also concurred.
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That coalition for the defense of the Potomac Rive r Basin had 
something like 7*6 million people represented in it, organized across 
the United States. Ju st take  the membership of those organizations. 
Eventually  i t was formed into the Citizens Permanent Conference on 
the Potomac River Basin.

It  gave the movement more flexibility to deal w ith these problems, 
and the various organiza tions as such don’t function in t ha t capaci ty 
now. The directors act as individuals, merely identified as associated 
with the organizations.

The National Park s Association, for example, is not as such in the  
Citizens Permanent Conference on the Potomac River Basin. I serve 
as general counsel to the conference, without compensation, in my in
dependent professional capacity .

In  spite of the tremendous opposition, with citizens organizations 
all over the Potomac Basin, this thin g had to be taken to President 
Johnson. I t was taken to Pres iden t Johnson, and Pres iden t Johnson 
directed Secretary Udall  to restudy the problem and come up with an 
alternative program  for his approval.

In  other w’ords, we had to take this thin g to the President  of the 
United S tates to stop it, though hearings were held all over the basin. 
We were at  mass meetings where farmers came out and stayed from 
morning  until  nigh t and got  somebody else to  do th eir  milking tha t 
day. . . . .

There was a mass resistance all over the Potomac River Basm in 
1961, 1962, 1963. In spite of tha t, these fellow’s go ahead with their  
program. I t is an executive branch bulldozer operation  in which peo
ple don’t count a tinker’s dam .

Now’ you ask why are we angry  with the Corps of  Engineers? It  is 
not a vendetta. It  is a question of th e defense of farms, homes, busi
nesses and communities all over the Potomac River Basin against an 
unth inking and insensitive and callous organization.

Mr. Wright. I would not want to pursue this par ticu lar matter 
furth er. I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for y ielding  so much time.

Mr. Reuss. Time is going on.
I w ould like to recognize Mr. Vander Jagt.
Mr. Vander J agt. Thank you very much. I  would like to than k you 

all for thoughtfu l, helpfu l statements and direct the first question to 
Dr. Purdom :

On page 4 of your statement, Dr. Purdom, you mentioned tha t we 
are realizing a folly of tryin g to  use what you call the  natura l adap ta
tion of man in disposal of waste products. What did you mean by 
that?

Dr. P urdom. In  respect to many of the insults that  man receives 
in the  environment tha t are manmade, one sees the popular l itera ture  
occasionally where man is a very adaptable individual.

We tend to make such judgments when we see some physiological 
reactions taking place from air  pollution and things of this  type. 
Well, such insults may not be really harmful. Man has the mech
anisms to cope with these kinds  of problems. Thus, the people who 
advocate this position seem to rely on the  fact that man is adaptable 
and has adapted.

But very eminent authoritie s in this field such as Rene Dubos and 
others have pointed out tha t these assaults take place at a cost, and  
he fears—and many of us fear—tha t the cost is too great.
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Mr. Vander J agt. You mentioned late r on in  your statement tha t 
there have been instances where we moved from 50 percent pollu tant 
removal to  80 percent to 90 percent, but tha t was still  not enough to 
stop the  polluting of, say, a rive r or a lake. And you suggest t ha t we 
move to  a new concept of zero pollution. Do you have any idea as to 
how you can bring th at about, say with  the trea tment  of sewage ? How 
are we going to achieve a zero pollution ?

Dr. Purdom. In  many circumstances, i f we carry on human activi
ties, I  don’t think we will actual ly achieve zero pollution  in  a ll areas 
at any time in the immediate or very near fu ture. But this  is a ma tter 
of philosophy.

If  you accept zero pollution as a concept, and give preference to the 
processes tha t result in that and begin to make your compromise at *
tha t po int, you will end up with a cleaner environment th an you could 
if you begin to compromise a t some higher level of pollution tha t is 
stated as general ly acceptable.

Mr. Vander J agt. I wonder if what you weren’t telling us late r 
on in your statement, together with zero pollution and the actual 
adaptation  of man—where you said we have to s tar t think ing of the 
recycling of solid products now considered waste which are really 
resources in the wrong place—I wondered i f you weren’t tr yin g to tell 
us we should change our basic concept in our approach to the  problem.

Dr. Purdom. In  many circumstances I think this is the case. In  
relation to zero pollution, I think we need to give emphasis  to those 
processes th at end up with no pollution  and take them into account.

In connection with  the problem of waste, there  are many valuable 
constituents—you mentioned solid waste—part icula rly municipal 
refuse and some indust rial and agricultural  materials. The propert ies 
of such wastes are valuable.

Our economic situation has developed to the poin t where frequently 
we consider i t just not worth the  bother to rescue these valuable con
stituents. The time will come when we will have to change tha t phil
osophy from the standpoint of resource management.

But at the present time, and from the standpoint of solid waste 
management, we could go fa r in eliminating our problem i f we could 
take these products and put  them back into useful purposes.

Mr. Vander J agt. I  wondered i f you weren’t ta lking about the same 
thing  tha t Mr. Smith was ta lkin g about, when he said with  respect *
to sewage methods tha t are  available for getting effluents out onto the 
land and into the woods as fertilize rs—where these materials would be 
pollutants in the water or would accelerate the  eutrophication  process, 
but where on the land they are a natu ral resource. *

Weren’t the two of you talking about the same thing ?
Dr. P urdom. I  think  so. There is research going on at  Johnson City,

Tenn., to  mix sewage solids w ith municipal refuse, to the benefit of 
both, by the development of compost.

Municipal refuse is pret ty low on nutrients and one of the  prob
lems with sewage is tha t i t is h igh in nutrients—phosphate and n itro 
gen. By mixing the two together you end up with a bette r compost 
than otherwise. One of the purposes of the study is to see i f this can 
be handled in such a way as to not create a problem in itself.

Mr. Vander J agt. Mr. Smith, you mentioned the research going on 
at Penn State  which is sort of a spray  irrigation of phosphates  and
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nitrogen onto the land where they enhance the land rather than create 
the pollutant, but you said nobody pays much attention to that ; is 
that  correct ?

Mr. Smith. Well, th at seems to be the  case. I  have been sort of try 
ing to show this process to people for a number of  years. I t was begun 
5 or 6 years ago. This  is at Univers ity Park, Pa. They take the 
effluents from the secondary treatment, spread them on farmland  and 
forest land. Agricultu ral type sprinklers. They get a sharp increase 
in hay production. A sharp increase in timber growth.

Within  about 8- to 10-inches of the  surface  of the ground, the efflu
ents have been completely decontaminated by bacteria l operations in 
the  soil.

Mr. Vander J agt. I t might be encouraging and helpful and it  might 
be a ray of light for you to know, Mr. Smith, t ha t a team of scientists 
and technicians have carefully studied the Penn State plan and a 
group of other similar plans in the whole world, and have come up 
with a plan for the county of Muskegon in Michigan. It  is a proposal 
where they intend to put this in as a demonstration  project dealing 
with all o f  the waste and changing the basic concept of sewage, not 
as a waste to be disposed of but as a natural resource to enhance the 
land. Even more encouraging, the FWPCA  within the last month 
or so awarded a significant grant and indicated a grea t deal of in
teres t in this plan, all of which leads me to the question: Is it not 
possible tha t if our present technology is wrong—<and both of you 
have been suggesting perhaps in some areas the need for a whole new 
concept—then no matter  how many billions of dollars we appropr iate, 
we aren't going to solve the problem ?

Wha t is equally importa nt is coming up with the righ t approach. 
Possibly we have been going in the wrong direction. What are your 
comments on tha t ?

Mr. S mith. T hat  question is very apropos. My guess would be that  
this is so. It is very encouraging to have you tell me that this work 
you speak of is being done. I would think  if we could get more of 
tha t kind of thing going, then we perhaps would not have to spend 
so much money on treatment plants. I would like to put this in terms 
of being a dairyman: I wish my farm were situated close to one 
of these Penn State type operations. This is both irrigation  water and 
fertilizat ion.

Mr. Vander J agt. I  would love to explore this at g reat length with 
all of you, but with the  cha irman’s indulgence for  a few more minutes 
there are a few things I would like to establish for the record if we 
can do so very quickly.

You mentioned, Mr. Smi th, tha t the steel scrap should go back to the 
mills. Here the major problem is the abandoned and junk automobiles. 
Do you have any suggestion as to how we can get the steel scrap back 
into the mills?

Mr. Smith. Well, Congressman, may I make th is comment first : I 
was for 18 years assistant general counsel to the  old CIO. I am a labor 
lawyer by origin. I was counsel to the United Steel Workers of  Amer
ica. Incidentally, they have a good conservation department. We de
veloped quite a few programs for industrial plann ing in the steel 
indust ry quite a few years ago which never came to very much, but 
they always assumed tha t the  steel scrap went back to the mills. 

44-3 15— 70------ 7
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Now, th is is a new phenomenon where the steel scrap doesn't go 
back to the mills. Automobiles went back to the mills 30 years ago. 
They did get picked up. You can think  of quite a number of devices 
here. Suppose there is a refund attached to returning  the steel, and 
suppose the refund is 100 percent of cost. All the cans, let us say, tha t 
go through the supermarkets, this  is a one-way flow. There is no p ro
vision for bringing them back, and the companies that turn out the 
products  advertise the fact that you don’t have to bring them back.

Suppose for every 25 cent can of anyth ing you bought you had to 
lay out another 25 cents on the  line and got tha t back. When you 
brough t it back to the supermarkets, they would have quite a job 
gettin g back-----

Mr. Vander J agt. You are in a fru itfu l area when you suggest a 
refund. I think  everybody would agree we ought to get the steel 
scrap back into the process and get i t recycled. In  my par ticu lar office 
we have been tryin g to come up with a p lan and have been working on 
it for 6 months; and I assure you it is an extremely complicated 
business.

Though we all agree on the goal of getting the steel recycled, it is an 
infinitely complex and complicated matter. I am very interested in 
all these areas and use steel only as a symbol: How do we get the job 
done that we all agree should be done ?

On page seven, Mr. Smith, you mentioned tha t we should make 
greater use of the so-called scenic easements. In  this case, the property  
owner could continue to own the property subject to the scenic ease
ments. Would not this make it much cheaper for the Federal Govern
ment to preserve and protec t the natu ral beauty of an area, still 
achieve its goal and yet not have to purchase the to tal ti tle to the land ?

Mr. Smith . Yes, i t would. In  some cases the difference would be 
very great. In  some cases it might  not be so great.

There  would always be some differences there, part icularly  in rela
tively rural land, if you are looking far the r ahead, and you have a 
great many people, for example, along our rivers who want to  stay in 
farming and want to keep their woods. In  many instances they would 
be glad to donate covenants runn ing with the land in perpetuity. It  
gives them protection. Thei r neighbors get protection. The commu
nity gets protection.

If  in addition to that , an appropr iate  purchase price were added, 
you could probably get this kind of thin g for relatively low prices.

Mr. Vander J agt. Speaking for  yourself and your association, you 
are enthusiastic about the use of the device of scenic easements where 
appropr iate ; is th at correct?

Mr. Smith. Yes; by all means.
Mr. Vander J agt. Thank you. Mr. Pomeroy, you told us a lot  about 

what trees do to enhance our environment and you mentioned that  they 
absorb carbon dioxide and release oxygen. Can you give me any kind 
of handle or ball park figure as to how much carbon dioxide they do 
use up? Fo r example, to overcome the carbon dioxide that  would be 
spewed by one automobile into the atmosphere, do we need 10,000 
trees? Ten million trees? How much good do they do in terms of the 
carbon dioxide problem ?

Mr. Pomeroy. I don’t have an estimate of tha t relationship. How
ever, an interes ting item came to my attention yesterday tha t one 
large tree has the effect of 10 air  conditioners on the  atmosphere.
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There wasn't any background for it. I  presume i t must have been 
a large oak with a very large canopy. Certainly , it  wasn’t a very small 
tree. But this is the sort of question we of ten get. How much water 
does one tree transpir e into the atmosphere ? How big is the  tree and 
where is it growing? Trees do have imp orta nt effects, but  they  are 
difficult to measure.

Mr. Vander J agt. But all you know is one large tree offsets 10 air  
conditioners. You can’t tell us in what way or—I am looking for some 
sort of ball par k figure as to how much good our  trees do do.

Mr. P omeroy. Well, it depends on where the tree may be. In  some 
areas, local groups have been quite strong in urging tha t the tr ees be 
cut off because they transpire moisture from the soil into the atmos
phere. This is particula rly true  in some areas in the Southwest. I am 
not at all sure that  is a good idea either. Certainly , it needs to be 
controlled activity.

Air. Vander J agt. I was impressed with the little incident  you 
told us, of the lady  with 125 acres of forest land tha t she wanted to 
keep tha t way. But she was living  on a pension, and in 2 years the 
taxes have increased from $190 to almost $1,000. Would you say t ha t 
is an illust ration that our tax policy in many areas penalizes people 
for wanting to preserve forest lands?

Mr. P omeroy. Yes, very definitely; but it is a problem th at is diffi
cult to do anything about at the Federa l level, because the taxes are 
determined locally.

Mr. Vander J agt. Would you have a suggestion as to what the 
Federal Government could do? I know it is complicated because of 
the State and local determination of that type of tax. Would you have 
a suggestion ?

Mr. Pomeroy. Our  suggestion has been for State and local associ
ations to work more closely with tax assessors, to see tha t they are 
informed as to what  the various values are and to try  to urge good 
zoning especially along the line of the Wisconsin program.

Inciden tally, I  was a native of Michigan and a resident of Wisconsin 
and presently am in Maryland. It  is only rarely  that I have an oppor
tuni ty to appear before Congressmen from these three States at one 
hearing.

Air. Vander J agt. I think  i t might help me try to get your message 
to the tax  assessors in Alichigan where you were raised if I could tell 
them 100 trees will make up for the damage caused by the carbon 
dioxide of one Buick. Isn ’t there someone in your organiza tion who 
could come up with a figure ?

Air. Pomeroy. I will see if we can’t find something on t ha t order 
for you.

(Subsequently, Air. Pomeroy wrote Congressman Vander Ja «t  as 
follows:)

The American Forestry Association,
Washinffton, D.C., February 5, 1970.

Hon. Guy Vander Jagt,
House of Represen tatives,
Washinyton, D.C.

Dear Mr. Vander J agt : It  was a pleasure to discuss the beneficial effects of 
trees upon the environment before the Subcommittee on Conservation and 
Natura l Resources on Februa ry 3. 1970. Your question regarding the volume 
of carbon dioxide (CO2) removed from the air  and the quantity  of oxygen (O2) 
returned by trees was especially interesting.
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It  is not  possible to present prec ise estim ates  of t he inte rchange of CO2 and O2 
because growing condit ions vary so greatly  between soil types. Climatic condi
tions and ava ilab ility  of m oisture also are  variab le. Furtherm ore  various species 
of trees respond differently  to the  same conditions. But  some extre mely  broad 
genera litie s can be offered. Before mentioning these general ities, it  is desirable 
to provide some background info rma tion  :

“The carbon supply for  organic synthesis is comparat ively  limited. Under  
na tu ra l conditions there must be a cont inua l circulat ion of carbon as carbon 
dioxide into plants , then to anim als,  or to bac teria and back aga in to carbon 
dioxide. * * *

“Carbon dioxide (CO2) of the  atmosph ere is produced from the  resp irat ion 
of pla nts  and  animals , by the combustion of pla nt remains  as wood or coal, 
and by the solution of carb ona te rocks. * * * In  land  pla nts  the principa l en
tran ce of CO2 is through openings,  ‘stomata,’ in the leaves. Oxygen and  water 
vapo r also  pass  through the s tomata.  * * *

“CO2 i s broken down in the  lea f by the  energy  of ligh t in photosynthes is. In 
the process oxygen (O2), is freed for re tur n to the  atmosphere. The carbon re
mains  a s a  p ar t of  the dry weight of cells. * * (P lant  Physiological  Chemistry, 
Harvey, R.B.)

The  summary equation for  photosynthesis  is :
673 kg.-cal. of radia nt energy

6CO2+6H2O ----------------------------- -— -»
(sun ligh t)

(carbon (water ) 
dioxide)

CeHi 2O8+6O2 

(sugar) (oxygen)

Some stud ies have shown that  for  each ton of carbon taken from the atmo s
phere  and  fixed in compounds in the  tree abo ut 2.7 tons of oxygen are  released.

Othe r stud ies per tain ing  to fire control in fore sts of sou thern pine indic ate a 
net accumula tion of o rganic matt er  (dead leaves, twigs, and so f orth) of S to 11 
tons per  acre per year of which one-half would be carbon. On this basis the 
amount of oxygen released per acr e per year  is 10 to 15 tons. Some allowance 
must be made for  oxygen consumed in decay of organic material .

Per hap s of more immediate interest to you in view of the importance of apples 
and  peaches in your dis tric t are  est ima tes that  30 leaves will produce one Jon a
tha n apple or  one large  peach. One should bear  in mind that  the same leaves 
also cont ribu te to  growth of twigs, stem, and roots.

Photosyn thesis, that  vital link  in man’s existence, must be car ried on in the 
presence  of w ate r to permit the inte rchang e of carbon dioxide and oxygen. Trees 
absorb  tremendous volumes of wa ter  through the ir roots. Yet l itt le  of it remains 
in the  tree.  About 99 p erce nt of the  water  passes through the  tree into the at 
mosphere.  It  has  been estimated th at  a single birch  tree may give off through 
its 200,000 leaves  as much as  900 gallons of wa ter  on a summer’s day. (The 
Forest, Life Nature  Library .)

Stud ies by For est  Service scient ists  a t field inst alla tion s in var ious parts  of 
the United States show th at  tra nspi ra tio n of wa ter  by tree s is direc tly rela ted 
to the  tota l amount of ann ual  precipitat ion. The volume transp ired ranged from 
54.000 gal lons per  acre for  chaparral  in a dry yea r in Arizona and  California  to 
490.000 gallons per acre  for Coastal Douglas Fi r in the Pacific Northwest . In the 
Lake Sta tes hardwood forests  t ranspir ed  ab out  320.000 gallons per  acre in a year  
of normal  rain fall . Pine forests in the  same region transp ired somewhat more 
wate r.

This  b rie f review indicate s the importance  of t rees  in  removing carbon dioxide 
from the  atmosphere and recharging it with oxygen and wa ter  vapor. It also 
emphasizes the  concern of foresters  for  prom pt revegetation of bar ren  land and 
protection  of fo rests from dest ruction  by fire.

In thi s connection we urge  your suppor t for  full fund ing of the  Cooperative 
For est Fi re  Protec tion provis ions of the Clarke-M cNary Act of 1925 and enac t
ment of the  present bill for esta blishment of a National  Wild life Disas ter Fund  
as proposed in H.R. 11597.

Sincerely yours,
Kenneth B. Pomeroy,

Chief Forester.
Mr. Vander J agt. One final question for Mr. Allen.
You estimated in your statement that  it would take $200 to $300 

million to clean up  Lake Erie. The figure I  heard is $3 or $4 or $5
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bil lio n to clean  u p La ke  E rie . And  I  w an ted  to  kn ow what you had  in 
mind as t o the $300 mi llion  d oing  th e job?

Mr.  Alle n. I  am af ra id  I  am no t able  to give you  the  exact  so urce  
of  t ha t informa tion. I  quest ioned the figu re som ewhat  m yse lf because 
it seemed v ery  low. W e wi ll supp ly m ore de tai l on th at  fo r the reco rd.

(Subseq uently Mr.  Al len  adv ised th e sub com mit tee  th at  “A cco rd
ing to the ‘Lake  E ri e Rep ort : A Pl an  fo r W ater  Po llu tio n Co ntr ol, ’ 
pr ep ared  by t he  U .S. Dep ar tm en t of  th e In te rior , Fe de ra l W ater  P ol 
lu tio n Control Adm in ist ra tio n,  Gr ea t Lakes Regio n, in Au gust 1968, 
it is es tim ate d th at  the imme dia te needs f or  control of  ind us tr ia l was te 
discharg es will  cost $285 m illi on . Ou r reference  to $200 to  $300 m illion 
was in rega rd  to ju st  com pen sat ion  th at  sho uld  be requ ire d fro m in
du st ry  fo r thei r co nt rib ut ion to the po llu tio n of  Lake  Er ie . To dea l 
effec tively wi th othe r sources  of  po llu tio n—sewage, ag ricu ltu ra l ru n
off, and mu nic ipa l was tes— wou ld req uire  a mu ch la rg er  o ut lay .” )

(C ha pt er  6 of  the abo ve-men tion ed repo rt,  fo rw arde d to the  sub 
com mit tee by the A. I.A ., is in the subcom mit tee  f iles.)

Mr.  R euss. Mr. G ude?
Mr. G ude. Than k you, M r. Ch airma n.
I believe b oth  M r. Al len  a nd  M r. Pome roy , in resp ons e to Mr. Van 

de r J a g t’s qu est ion ing , have  t ouc hed  on a very cri tical area. I f  we are  
go ing  to ana lyze the reso urces of  our Treasu ry , we can’t buy  all the 
ope n space we would l ike  to hav e.

Th is question of  assessment both of  fores t lan d and ag ric ul tu ra l 
land  is som eth ing  to wh ich  I  t hi nk  a n organiza tio n such as yours  m ust  
devote a gr ea t deal  of tim e. In  Marylan d,  some contend th at  the  low 
ag ricu ltu ra l assessment is th e haven fo r the specu lator.  They hold  
onto the land  th ou gh  th e v alu e of it has  been b ui lt up , they are  sti ll re 
ceiving a low farm  assessment.  Then the y cash  in when it goes into  
high  density  res ide nti al zonin g and th at  is the  end  of  it. Th is prob 
ably cre ate s more  trouble  t han  a ll of  th e v alue rece ived  f rom  the  ye ars  
it was in a gr icul tu ra l assessment.

Th is que stio n of  scenic easeme nt and lower asse ssment rea lly  needs  
a lot  o f a tte nti on .

Mr.  P omeroy. I  beli eve y ou have a law in M arylan d where the  owner 
can file his  pr op er ty  wi th th e State for es ter  and th is  sets the assess
me nt ra te  on fores t land  fro m the n on. However , if  the  own er sells 
the pr op er ty  fo r some othe r use he has  to pa y up  the  deficit.

Mr . Gude. Th is is th e ki nd  of fea ture  which can  be gea red  into 
the  law , bu t I  don’t th in k th er e is an awaren ess of  t hi s in the State s 
all acro ss the  co untry . I t  is some thing  th at  m ust be ha nd led  a t the  local 

• level to th e zoning  and  assess ing  level.
Mr . Alle n. I  thi nk  t ha t the whole question of  tax es,  prop er ty  taxes , 

ce rta in ly  needs to be looked at  very seriously. I th ink we have  a si tu a
tion now  where t he  prop er tie s which ac tua lly  cost the public  the  most 
are  bein g t axed  the  least, pa rt icul ar ly  in ou r urba n area s.

Th ere is an othe r aspect  of  th is  tax problem . The prop er tie s which 
maybe are o f leas t cost t o t he  public  and  o f g rea tes t value to the  p ublic 
are  be ing  tax ed  the  most. Thi s doesn't  encourage  develop ment of  this  
kin d o f p ro pe rty to it s bes t use.

AVe hav e examples  of  bu ild ings  which, l>ecause of  th ei r excellence 
in des ign , h ave  been penal ized by havin g an excessive  va luat ion pu t on 
the m an d the slum  are as which  cost the  c ity  a grea t dea l in police  a nd
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fire protection are taxed the least and therefore are encouraged to 
stay as slums.

I think the same th ing applies in terms of the rura l areas and some 
method, I think , needs to be found to use taxes as an incentive to 
develop the land in the best interests of the public.

One thought has been that  in the urban area having land remain 
as parking lots in certainly not in the best interest, and yet our tax 
methods encourage this.

On the other hand, in the rural area where we want to keep open 
land, the situation,  as you pointed out, exists where a property is held 
for some time and the neighboring development rises in value to the 
point where an owner can no longer keep i t in rural occupancy and 
has to sell it off to a developer. T think none of this is in the public 
interest and some reevaluation of the whole tax structure is essential 
if we are going to solve these problems.

Mr. Gunn. Well, there has to be something built in to these local laws 
and ordinances which is an incentive for a fa rmer and a forest owner 
to keep his land in th at condition—because he has problems of living, 
and what is going to happen when he dies, with his family and how 
the land is tr ansfe rred.  This line o f endeavor would be very fruitfu l 
for your respective organizations.

I would certainly like to commend Mr. Smith for his statements.
Thev have not been idle generalities because he has a fine record of 
applying the principles he enunciated here on the Potomac, in his 
leadership in the f ight against the high level dams. I think  they were 
beaten back, and the high level dam in Seneca has really been a good 
watermark here on the Potomac.

It  seems to me that, rather than looking on this as a confrontation 
between institu tions , we must redirec t these present institut ions into 
new directions.

I am reminded of the situat ion here in the Distr ict of Columbia 
where the Depar tment  of Sanitation , with grea t foresight a number 
of years ago, went around and gathered up what were then termed 
wastelands to be used for solid fill disposal. Now, when they are ready 
to use them, they suddenly find these lands have great value. I  th ink 
if they had tried to use these lands 30 years ago, no one would have 
objected to wetlands being filled in ; but we have come to realize their  
value. I  don’t believe we can condemn the Department of Sani tation  ?
because of a change in a ttitude and concept as far as values go.

It  seems to me if we could redirect the Corps of Engineers into de
veloping the tunnel system o f hand ling the combined sewage which 
comes f rom the city of Washing ton here—the mixture of storm and •
sanitary sewer water which is contaminating the  lower estuary—that 
this would be a more worthwhile project than dams upstream. I th ink 
we have to go to 100-percent cleanup of the water. We want waters in 
our estuary tha t are potable and a river  in which you can go water 
skiing without disinfect ing yourself or take your girlf riend canoeing 
without  holding your nose. We want to redirect the institutions.

I understand the Corps of Engineers is hiring conservationists now 
and tha t is a step in the righ t direction.

I certainly have enjoyed hear ing this presentation.
Mr. Allen. Jus t one comment which relates back to the previous 

discussion on the Corps of Engineers. It  seems to me in all of these
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areas, what is really needed is a multid iscipl inary approach to de
cisionmaking. If  any one group with part icular interest makes the 
decision it is likely not to be in the best interest  of the total project 
and of  the Nation. If  we could bring togethe r a mechanism that  would 
bring  together all the disciplines tha t would be involved we would 
have much better judgments.

Pa rt of the problem with the Corps of Engin eers’ decisions is tha t 
the cost-benefit ratio does not actually consider sufficiently the values 
tha t—or maybe the amenities of the  si tuation t ha t a re equally im por
tan t to the public.

Mr. Veltman. I  would like to make a short statement here under 
lying many of the questions tha t a lot of you gentlemen have asked.

We are presently involved in at temp ting to use ecological informa
tion for planning purposes. In order to make these decisions on land 
use we need vital ecological information. Ecological information 
exists and governmental agencies are involved in gathering and dis
seminating the data. The Depar tment  of Inte rior is engaged in enor
mous amounts of information gathering. But the type of information 
we need is in the development planning area. W here the pressures are 
the greatest, where our  cities will expand, we do not have the informa
tion.

We also need urban ecological and natu ral resource data about the 
peripheries of our cities. The  industr ial areas th at  are growing up in 
our marshes is an example of the type of area about which we require 
more data . We do not have the proper information to do this, due to 
the biases of the existing data.

Now, redirect ing exist ing agencies such as Interior to collect vita l 
inform ation as to where the pressures are being brought is what we 
need in order to analyze the problem. We all have a good idea of what 
the problem is, but to make a sound recommendation we need relevant 
data to back up the decisions.

Mr. Gude. I am reminded of an incident tha t occurred last  summer 
when the Department of Housing in the Dist rict of Columbia decided 
there was good vacant land  to build housing on at the National Arbore
tum. I believe this  decision came from lack of knowledge and I hope 
we have disseminated a bit in that case.

Air. Williams. If  I may carry  this just one step fur ther  to a pro- 
gram that  is being currently  discussed at the Federa l level, t hat  is a 
program of urban growth , some form of urban growth  policy. I  would 
like to relate that  back to some of  the questions th at Mr. Smith had 
to  answer related to the Corps of Engineers. The situation we have

• faced is that  the kind of information tha t goes into the cost-benefit
ratio  doesn’t include in many, many cases the quality  of ecological 
questions, and decisions and inputs tha t are necessary.

Now, this is not to put blame on past actions—though I  think tha t 
is even possible—but to say at least at this point in history we know 
we are doing harm to the environment and we have the scientific know
how to do better.

Wh at I  am concerned about is not only the corps, and the problems 
we face in redirecting the energies of tha t agency to fur ther  envi ron
ment quality. I am concerned tha t if we do pass an urban growth policy 
in America, and we do i t at the Federa l level, we begin to direct our 
attention to where our population could best be handled to help al-
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lev iate some of  t he  m ajor  pro blems  in our la rg es t m etr op ol ita n areas. 
Th is i s good an d is necessary, bu t i f we d id  it  in the  way  th a t in th e pas t 
the corps  an d oth er Fe de ral agencies hav e dir ected  pol icie s an d pr o
gra ms  fo r develop ment—if  we dir ected  ou r urba n policy prog ram in  
th at  way—we w ould  crea te a di saste r th at  is beyond the  scope o f wh at 
we have d one  wi th our dams.

If , fo r ins tance,  a new comm unity  prog ram is inc lud ed as a par t 
of  an ur ba n grow th poli cy—p erha ps  even a very small par t—if  th at  
poli cy did n’t tak e into accoun t the  k ind  o f ecological in form at ion th at  
is a va ilable  an d ought to be pu t i nto  de cis ionmaking abo ut  whe re those  
new com mu nit ies  ou ght to  be loca ted , we will  do wh at we have  done in 
the past.  That  is, pu t com muniti es in the middle of flood pla ins , in  the 
middle of  w ha t a re call ed acqu ife r r ech arg e areas, me ani ng we  po llut e 
grou nd wa ter . In  oth er words , we will mak e some fa ir ly  dras tic  
mis take s.

We can,  wi th an urban gr ow th  p olicy, if  th e righ t kind  o f in form a
tion is f ed into  it , make ra tio na l deci sions ab out wdiere we locate fu ture  
grow th an d avoid pol lution.  I t is im po rta nt  t hat  we do wh at we are 
cu rre nt ly  doing —th at  is, conside r rem edial prog ram s to  cor rec t past 
prob lems. But  I  am vi ta lly  conce rned th at  we also star t a p osi tive pro
gram  of incent ives  to  be sur e we d on ’t cre ate  envir onme nta l chaos w ith  
fu tu re  actions . I  th in k Go vernme nt poli cy, incent ives , an d spendin g 
pa rt icul ar ly , can  be dir ected  to  ins ure th at  once we define  whe re u r
baniz ation  sh ould tak e p lace—wher e i t can cre ate  the  most benefit—we 
can use Gover nment  spend ing  to  help th is  h appen pa rt ic ul ar ly  a t the  
Fe de ral level.

Mr . R euss . Tha nk  you, M r. W ill iams . A nd  I  w an t to th an k all  of you 
gen tlemen fo r the gr ea t help you  hav e given ou r subcom mit tee  th is  
mo rning.

The subcom mit tee will  now sta nd  in ad journm en t un til  10 o ’clock 
tom orrow  m orn ing a t t hi s place fo r t he  co nti nuati on  of  these h ear ings.

(W hereu pon, at  1 2:15 p.m., th e subcom mit tee w as recessed, to r econ
vene a t 10 a.m., W edn esd ay,  F eb ru ar y 4,1 970.)



TH E ENV IRONMENT AL DECADE 

(Ac tion Pro pos als  for  th e 1970 's)

W ED N ESD A Y , F E B R U A R Y  4,  19 70

H ouse of R epresentatives,
Conservation and N atural Resources Subcommittee

of th e Committee on Government  Operations,
Washington, D.G.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 2154, Rayburn House 
Office Building, Hon. Henry S. Reuss (chairman of the subcom
mittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Henry S. Reuss and Floyd V. Hicks.
Staff members present: Phineas Indr itz, chief counsel; Josephine 

Scheiber, research analyst ; and J . P. Carlson, minority counsel, Com
mittee on Governmen Operations.

Mr. Reuss. Good morning.
The Subcommittee on Conservation will be in order  fo r a continu

ation of the hearings on action proposals for  the environmental decade 
of the 1970’s.

This morning we are  privileged to have before  us Dr. Spencer M. 
Smith, Jr. , secretary of the Citizens Committee on Natural Resources; 
Mr. Sydney Howe," presiden t of the Conservation Foundation; Mrs. 
Donald E. Clusen, chairman  of the Water Resources Committee and 
vice president of the League of Women Voters of the United  States, 
and Dr. John L. George, president of the Rachel Carson Tru st for 
the Living Environment and associate professor of Wildl ife Manage
ment, School of Forest Resources, Penn State  University.

All of our witnesses have submitted, in accordance with the rule, 
written statements, a nd those will be included in full in the  record.

Dr. Smith, you appe ar first on the list. You may proceed to give us 
the benefit of your advice.

STATEMENT OF DR. SPENCER M. SMITH, JR., SECRETARY, CITIZENS 
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES

Dr. Smit h . Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
By way of identification, I am Spencer M. Smith, Jr. , the secretary 

of the Citizens Committee on Natural Resources. We are a nationa l 
conservation organization, with offices in Washington, D.C.

If  it would suit the convenience of the committee, I will try  to sum
marize my statement  on the assumption that the full text  will be 
placed in the record.

Mr. Reuss. That is correct. It  will be included in the record in 
full.

(99 )
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Mr. Smith . I might  add that  I am very pleased to appear  before 
this committee, this distinguished chairman and his staff, because they 
have been engaged for some time in consideration of problems of the 
environment. My own interest exceeds some 20 years. Even at that 
time I was a johnny-come-lately, because our chairman, Dr. Ira  
Gabrielson, some 30 years before, had been preaching on many of 
these problems with which we are dealing this morning, and with 
which the Government now indicates concern.

In order to identify  my own professional efforts, they have been in 
the field of economics—as a college professor, an indus trial consultant, 
Government bureaucrat, and more recently in  the field of conservation.

I have had a considerable interes t in the way in which economic 
forces express themselves through public and private institutions.

I should say also that one of the problems facing us today is the 
19th and 20th century experience of  a big country with almost inex
haustible resources, or at  least they seemed so at the time—developing 
these resources with imagina tive techniques. These advances not only 
were great,  though in the 19th century England adapted  herself 
very quickly, but not even England  went through the technological 
developments tha t the United States experienced.

I thin k if anybody had asked to consider seriously the results of 
the ir economic activities at tha t time, the question would have been 
considered frivolous. A few were asking about the anatomy of this 
progress and the anatomy of this growth, but certainly  they were few 
in number.

I would also like to call attent ion—because I  think it involves sev
eral parallels—to the F ull Employment Act of 1946, which established 
the Pres iden t’s Council of Economic Advisers, and directed the Gov
ernment policies toward full employment.

I am not suggesting tha t such enactment automatica lly precluded 
a serious consideration of environmental problems. In  a pragmatic  
sense, however, there was very lit tle discussion about the environment.

As an economist opera ting durin g th at period, I  can certainly attest 
to the fact tha t whether you were in the academic area, the Govern
ment, or business in the 1940’s and 1950’s, you were primarily con
cerned with growth and expansion.

Any professional economist during this par ticu lar period who 
thought otherwise not only  ran  the risk of prejudicing  his professional 
advancement, but of incurring  the wrath of his peers.

I t never bothered me because most of my colleagues never treated 
this  as any grea t calling, and they didn ’t bother to drum me out of 
the corps, because I  wasn’t that importan t.

Basically, the consideration of the consequences of producing our 
standard  of living had not been, at that time, fully appreciated. It  
is cheering to note, and I  say th is in terms of my previous colleagues 
and friends, tha t Dr. Walter  Hel ler, former Chairman of the Council 
of Economic Advisers in President Kennedy’s and President Johnson’s 
administra tions, indicated he certainly was not interested in seeing our 
society become one of effluence. He does not feel that  effluence is an 
inevitable consequence of  affluence—that these were incompatible.

Dr. John  Kenneth Galb raith  recently observed th at one caught in 
a midtown traffic jam, in the squalor of a ghetto neighborhood, b reath
ing foul air afte r having  spent the day on a meager water ration,  is



no t o ver ly com for ted  by  th e k now ledge th at  the gross n at iona l p roduct 
inc reased  9% per cent last  year.

Th e develop men t syn dro me  has  brou gh t a new series of  obs erv a
tio ns  such as, “We need  a reor de rin g of  governm ental  pri or ities . ’ In  
othe r words,  we are  sp en ding  too  mu ch mon ey on th e wa r, and we 
are  spendin g too much money  on othe r governm ental  acti viti es.

I  don’t th in k it  is ju st  governm ental  pr io rit ies th a t need  reorde r
ing.  We  need a reo rder ing of  a ll pr ior ities . I  see f rom  the  W all St reet  
Jo ur na l th at in  an 18-month  perio d we spen t $100 mi llio n on hu la  
hoops a few yea rs ago,  an d at  th at tim e were were  spendin g $25 m il
lion on research at  all  leve ls of  governm ent on how  to  preven t ai r 
po llu tion.

I not ice  at the prese nt tim e we are  ho ld ing he ar ings  in the oth er 
body, I  thi nk  th e ph rase  is  he re,  on the ab ili ty  to p rod uce enough elec
tri ca l ene rgy  wi tho ut da mag ing the env ironm ent . Th e Jo in t Comm it
tee on Ato mic  En ergy  also  is concerned about th e im pact of atomic 
activ ities  on the  environment.

One  gets to be a lit tle  bi t upse t when we find ou t we are  spe nding  
aro und $75 to $80 mi llio n on the  elec tric  too thb rush.

Now, wh eth er th is is an ap pr op riat e ex pe nd itu re  of  fund s and re 
sources is open to question. To  those of you  who feel th at  you are not 
able to  a gi ta te  you r own dr in k at the  various cocktail pa rti es  in W ash
ing ton , we now have a ba tte ry -d riv en  electri c swizz le stick whi ch you  
can pop  out of  your  poc ket  an d pu t in yo ur  dr in k in the event th at  
ag itat in g it with an or dina ry  swizzle stic k is a lit tle  bit  beyo nd one's  
capabil ity . W e sold $15 m illi on w orth of  thes e in 1969, for th e m an who 
has every thi ng .

I sug gest th at  pe rhap s some of  these increases in tech nology  may 
not  add to ou r basic  stan da rd  of  living.  By  the  same tok en I want to 
urg e upon  you the awa reness  th a t the sales of  such item s are included 
in the gro ss na tio na l prod uc t, and are cou nted also in ca lcu lat ing  th e 
ra te  of  gro wth. It  is rea lly  que stio nab le as to wh eth er  the re is any  
serious  inc om pa tib ili ty betw een someone do ing  with ou t an elec tric  
tooth brush and doing  wi thou t an electri c swizzle sti ck  and spendin g 
the  sav ings on a pa rk , wa ter po llu tio n abate me nt,  and so forth .

In  1966, I quo ted Mr.  Be njam in  Lin sky, who at th at  time was a 
profe ssor  of  sa ni ta ry  eng ine er ing a t W est  Virgini a U niv ers ity .

He made the  comment  th a t :
If  you have gained in impression that  ai r pollution problems and troubles are  

recent,  and that  ai r pollu tion control engineer ing, science, and technology are 
new. you have been misled.

He  con tend ed fu rthe r th at  the studies in Chicag o an d Sa n F ra n 
cisco in 1915 esse ntia lly established the  basic tools fo r ai r pollu tion 
con trol.

Also,  the Conse rva tion Fo un da tio n said  in an excellent repo rt  in 
1963 th at  ai r pollu tion is now a politi ca l and social  pro blem fa r more 
th an  a scien tific  one.

Many of  ou r env ironm ental  problem s, Mr . Ch air man , are in th is 
catego ry.  I t occurs to m> th at , as we are ru nn ing th ro ug h the  lis ts of 
pa rad oxes an d co nfrontati on s between those th ings  th at  cause  us to 
hav e high  sta nd ards  of  liv ing bu t also dam age  t he  e nvironm ent, they 
are  not  all  techno logical . In  ma ny  instanc es they  are  sociolog ical,  or 
social , and ce rta inly  politi ca l. I  am not t ry in g to  sug ges t in pa in tin g a
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broad-brush summary here that they all fit into this neat  category. 
They do not, but a distressing number do.

This is an element th at is formidable indeed to overcome. We are 
now beginning to recognize the problems. We do not have the inst itu
tions of Government or of private indus try with the capacities to 
implement our solutions a nd/or  decisions to solve these problems. 

Let me give you a good example:
The Bureau of Public Roads and the committees that  are its counter

part  in Congress are not given primarily the task of enhancing the 
environment. They are given the task primarily of building roads.

The Bureau  of Reclamation is not given primarily the task of im
proving or enhancing the environment. I t is given the task of  building 
dams for i rrigat ion, flood control, and a variety  of other purposes.

And so it goes.
The institu tions tha t we have reflect the kind of development and 

technological culture tha t we have. We are only beginning  to estab
lish institu tions tha t are try ing  to reflect some of the concern tha t 
this committee has been dealing with, and tha t the President dealt with 
in his state of the Union message.

We are perfectly aware o f the fact tha t the debate is going to be 
long and tha t contestations are going to be great. I see no way to 
shorten it. If  we are going throu gh the democratic process—and I 
assume we are—it involves this long agony of constant attention  by the 
Congress and by the people. I f we are going to be successful, we will 
have to evolve the ins titutions. We have established a Council of E n
vironmental Advisors, as a first task. I  would assume we would follow 
the Full Employment Act on this  parallelism, and establish a Join t 
Committee on the Environment. We favor the establishment  of such a 
committee because of the problem presented by the consideration of 
the environment.

All committees have some relationship to the environment. This is 
analogous to the Employment Act of 1916. There was no single depart 
ment in the executive branch in which the Council of Economic Ad
visors could be placed. Also, there was no single committee in which 
jurisdiction  could be given tha t would deal with total economic policy. 
The same is true as f ar as environmental circumstances are concerned.

Everyone in the operating committees must indeed go ahead and 
tailo r his activities to the problems the environment presents. The 
Council of Environmental Advisors and the Joi nt Committee on the 
Environment would serve essentially the same role as the Council of 
Economic Advisors and the Join t Economic Committee.

Our regulatory  agencies in many instances have reflected to a great 
extent what we would expect them to reflect. While they were estab
lished in order  to assure the public that priva te enterprise is going to 
best, serve the public interest, I think the kindest critic applying the 
kindest s tanda rd would say they have been ineffective at best.

A more sharp  critic passed another judgment and said the regulatory 
agencies had the same impact on industries they purport, to control as 
flies cap turing the flypaper. Anyone who has testified before the Jo int  
Committee on Atomic Energy or had any confrontation with the 
Atomic Energy  Commission, as such, is not necessarily assured that  the 
consequences of their activities are going to be seriously considered 
in the ir impact  upon the environment. I shan’t take the committee's
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time further, but I think that just  as we finally came to some very 
definite conclusions regarding unemployment in the agonies of the 
1930’s, we are about to explode some myths regarding the environ
ment. As to the former , we decided a depression in an industrial society 
was not an act of God, and we also decided we could do something 
about it. Fina lly, we developed a package to do something about it.

As to the environment, we are now in the first stage—in the stage 
of saying th at this need not happen and tha t this is not an inevitable 
consequence of a high standard of living.

With  prope r order  and proper  consideration, a high standard  of 
living  is compatible with a high quality  of environment. In fact, they 
may well not be disassociated one from another. We are pleased and. 
even a little amused at the panic o f the opposition, when it takes on the 
flavor of those who were damned as hysterical  and emotional bir d
watchers because of  thei r caution in the use of pesticides a few years  
ago.

As recently as J anuary 29, 1970, the Commercial Appeal, a news
paper in Memphis. Tenn., reported tha t the president of the American 
Society of Civil Engineers damned those of us who appea r to be, 
in his words, “hysterical” regarding pollution problems. His commen
tary was that he was very upset over the fact that  we were going to 
spend vast sums of money which would probably be wasted rath er 
than being used on more critical problems.

Mr. Reuss. Those comments could not have appeared in a more a p
propr iately  named newspaper than the Commercial Appeal.

Dr. Smith. I  would assume that this was the pro per place for  them.
Mr. Chairman, I would request, because this is such an interesting 

article, tha t it be placed in the record at this point.
Mr. Reuss. With out objection, the article will be included.
(The article f rom the Commercial Appeal follows:)

[F ro m  th e Co mmercial  Ap peal,  Mem phis, Ten n. , Ja n . 29,  1970 ]

E ng inee rs ’ Leader D ecr ies  P ollution H yster ia 

(By Jerome Obermark)
Scare tactics and exaggerations by the Nixon administration create hyster ia 

about the seriousness of pollution, Thomas M. Niles, president of the American 
Society of Civil Engineers, said yesterday.

One of four discussion members, Mr. Niles cited as examples of exaggerations 
comments made before 1,500 ASCE members at  the Sheraton-Peabody Monday 
by Carl L. Klein, Assis tant Secretary of Interior.

Mr. Klein had told the convention, “If we do not  reverse the trends brought 
about by advanced technology and expanding pollution, we may end up burying 
ourselves in our own wastes.”

Mr. Niles said this was a “gross exaggeration.”
"Think of the shape we would be in today i f the engineers had not been active 

in treat ing pollution for the past 40 years,” Mr. Niles said.
“It  scares me when such emphasis is given to the problems of pollution. It 

could result in massive outlays  of Federal moneys, brought on by public hysteria , 
and result in wasting vast  sums of money tha t could be better used on other 
problems, more critica l problems, like education and housing.”

Another authori ty, William S. Pollard Jr.  of Harland , Bartholomew & Associ
ates, said, “What we are  concerned about is hyste ria used to produce funds to 
bring about ‘solutions’ that  are not professionally founded and may resu lt in 
dissipating the limited funds available.”

Plans for pollution control by the  Federal Government a re not well founded, 
Mr. Niles indicated. Although the figure presently is $10 billion in the next 5 years,
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no concrete commitments are given as to what portion will be spent by the 
Federal Government, by the States, and by industry, he said.

Herman G. Baity, who has served with the World Health  Organization, added:
“The public is virtual ly oblivious to a problem until focus is centered upon it.
Then we go heels over head to solve it.”

Mr. Baity flew here from France yesterday to receive an honorary member
ship in the 63,000-member society.

“I am not against Nixon. I  am against the emotional approach being used to 
make the people aware of pollution,” Mr. Niles said.

Samuel S. Baxter, one of seven members of the National Water Commission 
to advise the Congress on water resource policy for the Nation, said, “Water ksupply is not the problem. But, I don’t think pollution abatement is possible In
5 years with the expenditure of $20 billion.”

He explained tha t most metropolitan area s have some degree of pollution 
abatement  facilities  in existence (Memphis being among those still without).
Primary systems remove about 35 percent of the pollutants;  secondary systems 
remove from GO to 85 percent; and ter tia ry systems remove 93 percent or more 
of the pollutants  in sewage before dumping it into rivers or streams.

Cost of construction and maintenance  of sewage treatment systems rises 
astronomically as the degree of refinement rises, Mr. Baxter said. And present 
adminis tration plans call for inclusion and expansion of the tert iary  systems, 
which are extremely expensive.

Both Mr. Niles and Mr. Baxter expressed the hope tha t the adminis tration 
would spend more money making primary and secondary treatment  systems 
possible, than  for refinement and expansion of sophisticated waste removal 
systems.

“What is more important * * * killing a few fish, or providing the best edu
cation for the Nation’s children?” Mr. Ba xter  asked.

Dr. Smit h. There is another commentary in a different vein, and I 
would thin k the committee would be interested in this article. As a 
result, I would request, i f the committee has not a lready acted in this 
matter, tha t the article “Mortgaging the Old Homestead,” by the fa
mous Brit ish scientist, Lord Ritchie-Calder, be placed in the record 
at th is point.

Mr. Reuss. Without objection, it  will be included.
(The article  follows:)

[S port s Il lu s tr a te d , Ja n . 30, 197 0, pp . 45 -5 1]

Mortgaging th e  Old H omes tead  

(By Lo rd Ri tch ie- Ca lder)

The destruction of the environment, the erosion of the ‘quality of 
life,’ has  become the foremost issue of the day. Making ‘our peace 
with natu re,’ sa id President Nixon in his state of the Union mes- F
sage las t week, is ‘the great question of the 1970’s.’ As public aware
ness increases and indignation mounts, a torrent  of words pours 
forth  concerning the necessities and priorit ies of our environmental 
dilemma. But nowhere has the issue been faced as succinctly and 
provocatively as in the following article, written for the current •
edition of the quarte rly ‘Foreign Affairs’ by the eminent British 
scientific author  and United Nations science adviser, Lord Ritchie- 
Calder. Though Lord Ritchie-Calder considers some questions tha t 
are  normally  outside the scope of our editorial interest, he deals 
with others tha t certainly are  not. And one point is cl ea r: if the mat
ters  he discusses are not resolved, there will be no sporting life, no 
leisure 'life, no contemplative life—perhaps no life at  all. ‘These 
[smog, pollution, noise, et cetera]  are not the grea t questions tha t 
concern world leaders at summit conferences,’ said the President.
But Lord Ritchie-Calder, a convinced internationalist,  says this is 
the summit issue, th at man’s last chance (see cover) lies in planned 
cooperation between nations at  the highest level.

In the belief tha t this artic le deserves the widest readership, it 
is reprinted here in full.—The Editors.
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Past  civilizations are buried in the graveyards of thei r own mistakes, but as 
each died of its greed, its carelessness or its effeteness another took its place. 
That  was because such civilizations took thei r character  from a locality or re
gion. Today ours is a global civilization; i t is not bounded by the Tigris and the 
Euphra tes nor even the Hellespont and the Indus;  it is the whole world. Its  
planet has shrunk to a neighborhood round which a man-made satellite  can pa
trol 16 times a day, r iding the gravi tational fences of man’s family estate. It  is 
a community so interdependent tha t our mistakes  are  exaggerated on a world 
scale.

For the first time in history, man has the power of veto over the  evolution of 
his own species through a nuclear holocaust. The overkill is enough to wipe out 
every man, woman and child on earth,  together with our fellow lodgers, the 
animals, the birds and the insects, and to reduce our planet  to a radioactive 
wilderness. Or the Doomsday Machine could be replaced by the Doomsday Bug. 
By gene manipulation and man-made mutat ions, i t i s possible to produce, or gen
erate, a disease against which there would be no na tural immunity ; by “gener
ate” is meant tha t even if the perpe trators inoculated themselves protectively, 
the disease in spreading round the world could assume a virulence of its own and 
involve them. too. When a British bacteriologist died of  the bug he had invented, 
a distinguished scientist said, “Thank God he didn’t sneeze; he could have 
star ted a pandemic against which there would have been no immunity.”

Modern man can outboast the Ancients, who in the arrogance of thei r ma
teria l achievements built pyramids as the gravestones of their  civilizations. We 
can blast our pyramids into space to orbit through all etern ity round a planet 
which i>erished by our neglect.

A hundred years ago Claude Bernard, the famous French physiologist, en
joined liis colleagues, “True  science teaches us to doubt and in ignorance to re
frain."  What he meant was tha t the scientist must proceed from one tes ted foot
hold to the next (like going into a minefield with a mine detector). Today we 
are using the biosphere, the living space, as  an experimental laboratory. When 
the mad scientist of fiction blows himself and his laboratory sky-high, tha t is 
all right, but when scientists and decision-makers act out of ignorance and pre
tend tha t it is knowledge, they are putting the whole world in hazard. Anyway, 
science at best is not wisdom; it is knowledge, while wisdom is knowledge tem
pered with judgment. Because of overspecialization, most sc ientist are disabled 
from exercising judgments beyond their own sphere.

A classic example was the atomic bomb. It  was the physicists’ bomb. When 
the device exploded at  Alamogordo on Juily 16, 1945, and made a  notch mark in 
history from which man’s f uture would be dated, the safebreakers had cracked 
the lock of the nucleus before the  locksmiths knew how it  worked. (The evidence 
of th is is the billions of do llars which have been spent since 1945 on gargantuan 
machines to study the fundamental particles, the components of the nuc leus: 
and they st ill do not know how they inte rre late .)

Prime Minister Clement Attice, who concurred with President Truman’s de
cision to drop the bomb on Hiroshima, lat er sa id : “We knew nothing whatever  
at tha t time about the genetic effects of an atomic explosion. I knew nothing 
about fallout and all the  rest of what  emerged after Hiroshima. As fa r as I 
know. President Truman and Winston Churchill knew nothing of those things 
either, nor did Sir John Anderson, who coordinated research on our side. Whe
ther the scientis ts d irectly concerned knew or guessed, I  do not know. But if they 
did. then so far  as I am aware, they said nothing of it to those who had to make 
the decision.”

That  sounds absurd, since as  long before as 1927. Herman J. Muller had been 
studying the genetic effects of radiation,  work for which lie was late r awarded 
the Nobel Prize. But it is true tha t in the whole documentation of the Briti sh 
effort, before it merged in the Manhattan project, there is only one reference to 
genetic effects—a Medical Research Council minute which was not connected 
with the bomb they were intending to make; it concerned the possibility tha t the 
Germans might, short  of the bomb, produce radioactive isotopes as a form of 
biological warfare. In the Franck report, the most sta tesmanl ike document ever 
produced by scientists, with its percipience of the military and political con
sequences of unilateral use of the  bomb (presented to Secretary of War Henry 
L. Stimson even before the test bomb exploded), no reference is made to the bio
logical effects, a lthough one would have supposed that to have been a very pow
erful argument. The explanation, of course, was that it was the  physicists’ bomb
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an d m il it a ry  se cu ri ty  re st ri c te d  in fo rm ati on  an d di sc us sion  to th e bo mbm ak ers, 
which  ex cl ud ed  th e  bio logis ts.

Th e sa m e kin d of  br ea kd ow n in  in te rd is ci p li nar y  co ns ul ta tion  w as  m an if es t 
in  th e su bs eq ue nt  te st in g of  fission and fu sion  bom bs. Cat eg or ic al  as su ra nce s 
were give n th a t th e fa ll ou t wo uld be con fined to  th e te st in g  are a , bu t th e Ja p a 
ne se  fis hing  bo at  L ucky  Drago n w as  “d ust ed” we ll ou ts id e th e pr ed ic te d rang e.  
Th en  we  go t th e stor y of ra dio st ro ntium . R ad io st ro ntium  is an  an al og of  ca l
cium . T her ef ore  in bo ne -format ion an  atom  of  n a tu ra l st ro ntium  ca n ta ke th e 
plac e of  ca lc iu m  an d th e ra di oac tive ve rs io n ca n do lik ew ise . F o r a ll  pra cti cal 
pu rp os es  ra d io st ro n ti um  did not  ex is t in  th e  wor ld  be fo re  1945; i t  is  a m an 
mad e elem en t. To da y ev ery yo un g pe rson , an yw he re  in th e wor ld , who se  bones 
w er e fo rm in g duri ng  th e mas siv e bomb  te st in g  in th e at m os ph er e,  carr ie s th is  
b ra nd m ark  of th e  At om ic Age. The  ra d io st ro n ti um  in  th e ir  bo nes is med ical ly  
in sign if ic an t, bu t, if  th e te st  ba n (b el at ed  re co gn it io n)  ha d no t pre ve nt ed  th e 
es ca la tion of  atm os ph er ic  test in g,  it  m ig ht  not  ha ve  been.

Eve ry  yo un g pe rson  ev eryw he re  w as  af fected , an d why ? Bec au se  th os e re sp on 
sible fo r H- bomb  te st in g m is ca lc ul at ed . The y as su med  th a t th e u p th ru s t of  th e 
H-bom b wou ld  pu nc h a ho le in th e st ra to sphere  an d th a t th e ga se ou s ra dio ac tiv
it y  wou ld di ss ip at e its el f. One  of th os e ga se s w as  ra dio ac tive  kr ypto n, which  
qu ickl y de ca ys  in to  ra dio st ro ntium , which  is a  part ic u la te . Th e te ch nic ia ns had  
bee n wro ng ly  br ie fe d ab ou t th e n a tu re  of  th e  trop os ph er e,  th e cl im at ic  ce ili ng  
which  wou ld,  th ey  m ai nt ai ne d,  pre ven t th e  fa llba ck . B ut be tw ee n th e equat ori al  
trop os ph er e an d th e po la r tr op os ph er e th ere  is a gap, an d th e ra dio st ro ntium  
ca me ba ck  th ro ugh th is  fa n li gh t in to  th e  cl im at ic  je t st re am s.  I t  w as  sw ep t al l 
ar ound th e w or ld  to  come to ea rt h  as  ra dio ac tive ra in , to  be de po si ted on  foo d 
crop s and pas tu re s,  to  be inge sted  b y an im als  an d to ge t in to  milk  an d in to  b ab ies  
an d ch ildr en  an d ad oles ce nt s wh ose gr ow in g bo nes were hu ng ry  fo r ca lc ium  or  
it s eq ui va le nt  st ro nt iu m , in th is  ca se  ra di oa ct iv e.  In ci de nta lly , ra dio st ro ntium  
w as  kn ow n to  th e  biolog ist s be fo re  it  “h it  th e hea dl in es .” Th ey  had  fo un d it  in  
th e sk in  burn s of  an im al s ex po sed on th e Nev ad a te st in g  ra ng es  and th ey  kn ew  
it s  si n is te r n a tu re  as  a “bon e-seek er .” B ut th e au th ori ti es clap pe d se cu ri ty  on 
th e ir  work,  clas sif ied it  as  “O pe ra tion  Suns hi ne ” an d cy nica lly  ca lle d th e unit s 
of  ra dio st ro nti um  “S un sh in e U nits”— an  in st an ce  no t of  ig no ra nc e bu t of  de lib
e ra te  no nc om mun icat ion.

One  be ne fic ial  eff ec t of  th e a la rm  ca us ed  by al l th is  has  been th a t th e  at om s in 
dust ry  is, b a r none , th e sa fe st  in  th e w or ld  fo r thos e w or ki ng  in it.  P re ca ut io ns,  
now un iv er sa l, were bui lt  in to  th e code  of  pra ct ic e from  th e beginn ing.  In de ed  it  
ca n be adm it te d  th a t th e sa fe ty  m ar gin s in  healt h  an d in  w or ki ng  c on di tion s are  
pe rh ap s ex ce ss ive in th e light  of  ex pe rien ce , but no one wo uld dare  to  mod ify  
them . The re  ca n,  howe ver, be ac ci den ts  in which  th e pu bl ic  as su m es  th e ris k.  
At W inds ca le , th e  B ri ti sh  atom ic  cente r in Cum be rlan d,  a re acto r bur ne d ou t. 
R ad io ac tive  fu m es  esca pe d fro m th e st acks in  sp ite of  th e fil te rs . Th ey  dri ft ed  
ov er  th e co un try.  Mi lk was  du mpe d in to  th e se a be ca us e ra di oa ct iv e iodine  ha d 
cove red  th e da ir y  pa st ur es .

The re  is  th e  prob lem of  atom ic  w as te  di sp os al , wh ich  per si st s in th e pe ac eful  
us es  as  wel l as  in th e m ak in g of  nucle ar ex plos ives . Low en ergy  w as te s,  ca re 
fu lly  m on ito re d,  ca n be sa fe ly  disp os ed  of. T ra sh , ir ra d ia te d  m et al s and la bora 
to ry  w as te  c an  b e em bedded  in  c on cr et e and  du mpe d in  t he ocean de ep s—al th ou gh  
th is  pr ac ti ce  ra is es  som e mi sg iving s. B u t hig h- lev el was te s,  som e w ith elem en ts 
th e ra dio acti v it y  of  wh ich  ca n pers is t fo r hun dre ds of  th ou sa nd s of ye ar s,  p re 
se nt pr od ig io us  dif ficult ies . The re  m us t be “b uri al  gr ound s” (or, eu ph em is tica lly,  
“f a rm s” ), th e bigg es t of  which  is  a t H an fo rd , W as h.  Th e H an fo rd  “f a rm ” en 
clo ses a st re tc h  of  th e Co lum bia  R iv er  in  a tr a c t co ve rin g 575 sq uar e mile s whe re  
no one  is  a llo wed  to liv e or to tres pa ss .

The re , in  th e 20 th -c en tu ry  Giza, it lia s co st  m ore, mu ch  mo re,  to bur y liv e atom s 
th an  it  co st to  en tomb th e sung od  ki ng s of  Eg yp t. Th e ca pital  outl ay  ru ns in to  
hu nd re ds of  m ill ions  of  dol la rs  an d th e m ai nte na nce  of  th e U.S.  se pu lc he rs  is 
more th an  $6 mill ion a ye ar . (A dd  to  th a t th e bur ie d w as te  of  Ihe U.S.S .R. , 
B ri ta in , Can ad a,  F ra nce an d China , and one ca n see  w hat  it  co sts  to  bur y liv e 
at om s. ) And th ey  a re  ve ry  mu ch  ali ve . A t H anfo rd  th ey  ar e  ke pt  in  mi llion - 
ga llo n ca rb on -s teel  ta nk s.  T hei r ra dio ac tive v it a li ty  ke ep s th e ac co m pa ny ing 
ac id s bo iling  like  a w itch ’s ca uldr on . A cool ing system  ha s to  be m ai nta in ed  
co nt inuo us ly . T he va po rs  from  th e se lfbo il in g ta nks ha ve  to  be co nd en sed an d 
“s cr ub be d”  (r ad io ac tive at om s rem ov ed ) : o th er w is e a ra di oa ct iv e m ia sm a wo uld 
es ca pe  from  th e  ve nts. Th e ta nks will  not en du re  as  long  as  the pyra m id s an d 
ce rt ai n ly  not fo r th e  hund re ds  of  th ousa nds of  year s of  th e lon g- liv ed  ato ms.
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The  ac id s an d th e atom ic  fe rm ents  erod e th e to ug he st  m et al , so th e  ta nks ha ve  
to  be  pe riod ic al ly  de ca nt ed . A not her  metho d is  to  en tomb them  in  di su se d sa lt  
mines . A no th er  is  to  em be d th em  in  ce ram ics,  loc k th em  up  in  gl as s beads. 
A no th er  is  w hat is  kn ow n as “h ydra u li c  fr ac ti o n ” : a ho le  is  dri ll ed  in to  a sh al e 
fo rm at io n (be low  th e su bs oi l w a te r)  ; liqu id  is pipe d do wn under  pre ss ure  an d 
ca us es  th e  sh al e to  sp li t la te ra ll y . He nc e th e  at om s in  liqu id  ce men t ca n be  in 
je cte d  under  en or m ou s p re ss u re  an d sp re ad  in to  th e  fis su re s to  se t lik e a  ra dio 
ac tive  sand wich.

Thi s ac cu m ula ting w as te  fr om  fiss ion  p la n ts  w ill  pers is t unti l th e prom ise , st il l 
fa r  from  fu lfi lle d,  of  pe ac ef ul  th er m onucl ea r po w er  come s ab ou t. W ith th e m ul 
tip li ca tion  of  po wer  re ac to rs , th e  w as te s wi ll in cr ea se . I t is ca lc ula te d th a t by th e 
year 2000. th e nu m be r of  six- to n nuc le ar  “h ears es” in  tr a n s it  to  “b uri al  gr ou nds” 
a t an y giv en  tim e on th e h ig hw ay s of  th e U ni te d S ta te s wi ll be we ll ov er  3,000  
and th e am oun t of ra dio ac tive pr od uc ts  wi ll be ab out a bi lli on  cu ries , which  is 
a mig hty lo t of  cu ries  to  be ro am in g ar ound a pop ul at ed  co un try.

The  al ar m in g po ss ib il it ie s w er e we ll il lu s tr a te d  by th e  in ci den t a t Pal om ar es  
on th e co as t of Sp ain , whe n th ere  oc cu rred  a co lli sion  of  a  re fu el in g a ir c ra ft  w ith  
a U.S. nu cl ea r bomb er on  “l iv e” miss ion. Th e bomb s were sc at te re d.  The re  w as  no  
ex plos ion, bu t ra di oa ct iv e m ate ri a ls  brok e loo se an d th e co nta m in at ed  be ac he s 
and  fa rm  soi l had  to  be  sco oped  up  an d ta ken  to th e U ni ted S ta te s fo r bu rial .

Im ag in e w hat  wou ld ha ve  ha pp en ed  if  th e  Tor re y Ca nyon , th e g ia nt ta nker 
which  w as  wreck ed  off th e  Sc ill y Is le s,  ha d been nu clea r-po wer ed . Some ex per ts  
m ak e co m fo rt in g no ise s an d sa y  th a t th e re acto rs  wo uld  ha ve  “clo sed  do wn,” 
but th e Tor re y Ca nyon  w as  a wre ck  an d th e P al om ar es  in ci de nt  show ed  w hat  
ha pp en s whe n ra dio ac tive  m ate ri a ls  br ea k loos e. All  thos e oi l-po llu ted be ac he s of  
so ut hw es t Eng la nd  an d th e co as t of B ri tt any  wo uld  ha ve  ha d to be sco oped up 
fo r nucl ea r bu ria l.

The  Tor re y Ca ny on  is  a  n ig h tm ari sh  ex am pl e of  pro gr es s fo r it s own sake . 
The  bigg er  th e ta nk er , th e cheaper th e fr ei ght ag e,  which  is su pp os ed  to  be pr og 
ress . T his  sh ip  was  buil t a t N ew po rt  News, Va., in  1959 fo r th e  Un ion Oil C o .; it  
w as  a  g ia n t fo r th e tim e— 810 fe et  lon g an d 104 fe et  be am —bu t, 5 y ea rs  la te r,  th a t 
w as  no t big  enoug h. Sh e w as  ta ken  to Jap an  to be “s tr e tc hed .” The  sh ip  w as  cu t 
in  ha lf  am id sh ip  a nd a mid-bod y sect ion in se rted . W ith  a new bow, th is  mad e her  
974 fe et  long, an d her be am  w as  ex te nd ed  21 feet . She co uld carr y  850,000 bar re ls  
of  oil.  tw ice he r or ig in al  ca pa ci ty .

B uil t fo r Un ion  Oil, sh e w as  “o wne d” by th e B arr acuda  T anker Corp.,  th e he ad  
office of  w hich  is a fili ng  c ab in et in  H am il to n,  Ber m ud a.  Sh e w as  re gis te re d un der  
th e  L ib er ia n flag of co nv en ienc e and h er  c ap ta in  an d crew’ w er e It a li an s re cr uit ed  
in Ge noa. Ju s t to  co mpl icate th e  in te rn ati onal tang le , she w as  u nder  c hart e r to  the  
B ri ti sh  Pet ro le um  T anker Co. to  br in g 118,000 tons  of  cr ude oil  from  K uw ait  to 
M ilfo rd  Hav en  in Wale s, via  th e  C ap e of  G ood Hope.  App ro ac hing  Lan ds  En d, the 
It a li a n  ca p ta in  w as  in fo rm ed  th a t if  he  did no t re ac h M ilf or d Hav en  by 11 p.m. 
S atu rd ay  ni gh t he  wo uld m iss high  w at er  a nd wo uld  no t be ab le  to  e n te r th e h a r
bo r fo r ano th er 5 da ys , w hi ch  wou ld  ha ve  an no ye d his  em ploy ers. H e took  a 
sh ort cu t,  se tt in g  co ur se  be tw ee n Seven Ston es  ro ck s an d th e  Sc illy Is les, an d he 
fin ishe d up  on P oll ar d  Ro ck, in  an  are a  w he re  no sh ip  of  th a t siz e sh ou ld  ev er  
ha ve been.

H er  ru p tu re d  ta nks be ga n to  vo m it oil an d g re a t sli ck s ap pea re d o ve r th e se a in 
th e di re ct io n of  th e Cor ni sh  hol id ay  be ache s. A Dut ch  tu g  m ad e a da sh  fo r th e 
st ra nded  sh ip , ga mbl ing on th e  sa lv ag e money . (W he re  th e sa lv ag ed  sh ip  could  
ha ve  bee n ta ken  one ca nnot im ag ine,  sin ce  no plac e wou ld  off er har bo ra ge to  a 
le ak in g ta nker. ) A ft er  de la ys  and a de at h in  th e fu ti le  sa lv ag e ef fo rt,  th e  B ri ti sh  
Gov er nm en t mov ed in w ith th e  na vy , th e a ir  fo rc e an d,  on th e be ac he s, th e  a rm y.  
The y tr ie d  to se t fire to th e  fl oa ting  oi l wh ich , of  c ou rse,  w ou ld  not vo la til ize.  Th ey  
co ve red th e sl icks  w ith  dete rg en ts  (s up pl ied a t a pr ic e by th e oil co 'm pa nies ), an d 
th en  th e bo mbe rs mo ved in to  tr y  to cu t th e de ck  an d,  w ith  in ce nd ia ries , to  se t 
fire to  th e re m ai ni ng  oil in th e ta nk s.  F in al ly  th e sh ip  fo un de re d an d di ve rs  con
fir me d th a t th e oil ha d bee n ef fe ct iv ely consu me d.

N ev er th el es s th e re su lt  w as  ha vo c.  All m ea su re s had  ha d to be im pr ov ised ; 
12.000 to ns  of de te rg en t wen t in to  th e sea.  L ate r m ar in e biol og is ts  foun d th a t th e 
cu re  ha d been wor se  th an  th e co m pl aint . The  oil was  d is ast ro us fo r se ab irds , bu t 
m ar in e or ga ni c li fe  was  des tr oy ed  by th e de te rg en ts . By  ar duous ph ys ical  ef fo rts , 
w ith  bu lldo ze rs  an d fl am et hr ow er s an d.  ag ai n,  more de te rg en ts , th e be ac he s wrere 
cl ea ne d up  fo r th e ho lida y- m ak er s.  N or th er ly  w in ds  sw ep t th e  oi l sl ic ks  down  
Cha nn el  to  th e Fre nch  co as t w it h  eve n more se riou s co nseq ue nc es , part ic u la rl y  
to  th e  va lu ab le  sh el lfi sh  in dust ry . W ith ev en  bigg er  ta nkers  be ing laun ch ed , 
th is  a ff a ir  is  a port en to us w ar ni ng .

44-3 15 — 70------ 8
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Two years afte r Torrey Canyon, an off-shore oil rig erupted in the Santa Bar
bara Channel. The disas ter to wildlife in this  area, which has island nature 
reserves and is on the  migratory route of whales, seals and seabirds, was a repeti
tion of the Torrey Canyon oil spill. And the operator of the lethal oil rig was 
Union Oil.

Another piece of stupidity shows how much we are at  the mercy of ignorant 
men pretending to be knowledgeable. During the International Geophysical Year, 
1957-58, the Van Allen Belt was discovered. T his is an  area of magnetic phenom
ena. Immediately it was decided to explode a nuclear bomb in the belt to see 
whether an artificial aurora could be produced. The colorful draperies  and lumi
nous skirts  of the aur ora borealis are caused by the  drawing in of cosmic particles 
through the rare gases of the upper atmosphere—ionization it is called; it is like 
passing electrons through the vacuum tubes of our familiar fluorescent lighting. 
The name “Rainbow Bomb” was given it in anticipat ion of the display it was 
expected to produce. Every eminent scientist in the field of cosmology, radio as
tronomy or physics of the atmosphere protested at  this irresponsible tampering 
with a system which we did not understand. And, typical of the  casual attitude  
toward this kind of thing, the Prime Minister of the day, answering pro tests  in 
the House of Commons tha t called on him to intervene with the Americans, 
asked what all the fuss was about. After all, they hadn’t known that the Van 
Allen Belt even existed a year before. This was the cosmic equivalent of Cham
berlain’s remarks about Czechoslovakia, at the time of Munich, about tha t dis
tan t country  of which we knew so little. They exploded the bomb. They got their  
pyrotechnics and we still do not know the cost we may have to pay for this 
artificial magnetic disturbance.

In the same way we can look with misgivings on those tracks—the white tails 
of the jets  tha t are  introducing into our climatic system new factors, the 
effects of which are immeasurable. Formation of ra in clouds depends upon wa ter 
vapor having a nucleus on which to form. Tha t is how artificia l p recipitation is 
introduced—the so-called rainmaking. So the jets, crisscrossing the weather sys
tem, playing noughts and crosses with it, can produce a man-made change.

In the longer term we can foresee even more dras tic effects from man’s un
thinking operation. At the United Nations’ Science and Technology Conference 
in Geneva in 1903 we took stock of the effects of industria lization  on our total 
environment thus far. The atmosphere is not only the air  which humans, animals 
and plants breathe, it is also the envelope tha t protects living things from harm
ful radia tion from the sun and outer space. It  is also the medium of climate, the 
winds and the rain. Those are inseparable from the hydrosphere—the oceans, 
Covering seven-tenths of the globe, with the ir current and extraordinary rates  of 
evaporation, the biosphere, with its trees and the ir transp ira tion ; and in terms 
of human activities, the minerals mined from the lithosphere, the rock crust. 
Millions of years ago the sun encouraged the growth of the primeval forests, 
which became our coal, and the plant growth of the seas, which became our oil. 
Those fossil fuels, locked away for eons of time, are extracted by man and put 
back into the atmosphere from the chimney stacks and the exhaust pipes of 
modern engineering. About 6 billion tons of carbon are mixed with the atmos
phere annually. During the past century, in the process of industrialization,  with 
its release of carbon by the burning of fossil fuels, more than  400 billion tons of 
carbon have been artificially introduced into the atmosphere. The concentration 
in the a ir we breathe has been increased by approximately 10 percent, and if all 
the known reserves of coal and oil were burned at  once the  concentration would 
be 10 times greater.

This is something more than a public health  problem, more' than a question 
of wha t goes into the  lungs of an individual, more th an a question of smog. The 
carbon cycle in natu re is a self-adjusting mechanism. Carbon dioxide is, of 
course, indispensable for plants and is, therefore,  a source of life, but there 
is a balance which is maintained by excess carbon being absorbed by the seas. 
The excess is now taxing this absorption, and it can seriously d isturb the heat 
balance of the earth because of what is known as the “greenhouse effect.” A 
greenhouse lets in the sun’s rays but  re tains the heat. Carbon dioxide, as a t ran s
parent diffusion, does likewise. It keeps the heat at the surface of the earth  
and in excess modifies the climate.

It  has been estimated that , at the present  rat e of increase, the mean annual  
temperature all over the world might increase by 3.6 degrees centigrade in the 
next 40 to 50 years. The experts may argue about the time factor and even about 
the effects, but certain things are apparent, not only in the industrialized northern 
hemisphere but in the southern hemisphere also. The north-polar ice cap is thin-
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ning and  shrinking. The seas, wit h the ir blan ket of carbon  dioxide, are  changing 

the ir tempera ture , with the  res ult  th at  marine  pla nt life  is incre asing  and is 

tra nsp iring  more carbon dioxide. As a res ult  of the  c ombination, fish are  mi gra t

ing, changing even the ir lat itudes . On lan d the  snow line  is ret rea tin g and  

glac iers  are  melting. In Scan dina via, land which  was perennia lly under snow 

and  ice is thawing, and  arro wh ead s of more than  1.000 yea rs ago, when the black 

soils were las t exposed, have  been found. The mel ting  of sea ice will not affect 

the  sea level, because the  volume of floating ice is the  same as the  wa ter  it dis

places, but  the melting of ice caps or glaciers, in which the wa ter  is locked up, 

will intro duce  add itio nal  wa ter  to the sea and rai se the  level. Rive rs orig inat ing 

in glac iers and perm anent snow fields will incre ase the ir flow; and if ice dams, 

such as those in th e Him alay as, break,  th e result s in flooding may be c atas trophic.  

In  thi s process the pa tte rns of rai nfa ll will change, with  incre ased  prec ipitatio n 

in some are as  and the poss ibilty of ari dit y in now fer tile regions. One would be 

well advis ed not to take 99-y ear leases on prop erties a t pre sen t sea level.

At th at  same conference, the re was a sober ing rem ind er of mistakes which 

can be wr it large, from the  very  best inten tions . In the Ind us Valley in West 

Pakis tan , the  population is increasing a t the ra te  of 10 more mouths to be 

fed every 5 minutes. In  th at  same 5 minu tes in th at  same  place, an acre of land 

is being los t throu gh wat erloggin g an d sa lini ty. This is t he  lar gest irr iga ted  region 

in the  world. Twenty-t hree  million acres are  arti fici ally  watere d by canals. The 

Ind us and its trib uta ries, the  Jhelu m. the Chenab, the  Ravi , the  Beas and the 

Sut lej, crea ted the allu via l pla ins  of the  Pu nja b and  the  Sind. In  the  19th  cen

tury , the Bri tish  began a big prog ram of far m developm ent in lands which were 

fer til e but  had  low rai nfa ll. Ba rra ges  and dis trib ution can als wer e constructed. 

One thin g which, for  economy’s sake, was not done was to line the canals. In 

the  ear ly days, thi s genuinely did not matter . The wa ter  was being sprea d from 

the Ind us into a th irs ty  plai n and  if it soaked in so much the  bette r. The system 

also depended on what is calle d “inla nd delta dra inage,” t ha t is to say, the wat er 

spre ads  out like a delta and  then dra ins  itse lf back into the river . After independ

ence. Pak ista n, with ex ter na l aid. sta rte d vigorously to extend the  Ind us irr ig a

tion. The expe rts all said  the  soil was good and would produce abu nda ntly  once 

it got the dis trib uted wat er. The re were plen ty of exp erts , but  they  all  over

looked one thing—the hydro logic al imperatives . The incline from Laho re to the 

Rann of Kutc h—700 miles—is a foot a mile, a quite  ina deq uate  dra inag e gr a

dient.  So as more and more barra ges  and more and  more lat eral  cana ls were built 

the  wa ter  w as not dra ining back  into  t he Indu s. Some 40  p ercent  of the  wa ter  in 

the  unlin ed cana ls seeped unde rgro und, and  in a netw ork of 40.00 0 miles of 

can als th at  is a lot of wa ter . The result was th at  the  wa ter  table rose. Low- 

lying  are as became waterl ogged , drowning the roots  of the crops. In other are as 

the wa ter  crep t upwa rd, leac hing sal ts th at  accumula ted in the  surface  layer s, 

poisoning the  crops. At th e same time the irr iga tion regime, which used jus t 

iy 2 inches of wa ter  a year in the  fields, did not sluice out  those sa lts  b ut added, 

thro ugh  evapo ration, its  own salts . The res ult  was tragically  spec tacular. In 

flying over large  tra cts of thi s are a, one would imagine  th at  it  was an Arctic  

landscape because th e whit e c ru st of sa lt gl istens like snow.
The situ atio n was de ter ior ati ng  so rap idly th at  Pre sident  Ayub appea led in 

person to Preside nt Kennedy, who sent  out  a high-powered mission which en

compassed 20 disciplines. This was  backed by the  computers at  Ha rva rd.  The 

answer s were pre tty  grim. It  would tak e 20 years and  $2 billion to rep air  the 

damag e—more tha n it  cost to cre ate  the ins tal lat ion s th at  did the  damage. It  

would  mean using vert ical  dra ina ge to bring up the wa ter and use it  for irr iga

tion. and  also to sluice out  the  salt in the  surface soil. If  those  20 scientific dis

ciplines had  been brough t tog ether in the  firs t insta nce,  it  would not have 

happened .
One more instance  of the far-f lung  consequences of ma n’s localized mist ak es : 

no insect icides or pesticides  have ever been allowed into  the  cont inen t of An

tar ctica.  Yet they  have  been found in the fau na  along the nor the rn coasts.  They 

have  come almost c ertain ly from  the  north ern  he misphere, car ried from th e rivers  

of the  farm States into  the  cur ren ts sweeping  south.  In November 1969, the  

U.S. Government  decided to “phase o ut” t he use o f DDT.
Pol lutio n is a crime  compounded of ignorance  and avar ice.  The gre at achiev e

men ts of Homo sapiens become the  d isas ter- ridd en blun ders  of  unthinking m an— 

poisoned rive rs and dead lakes, polluted with  the  effluents of ind ustries  which 

give something called “prosper ity” a t the  expense of pos teri ty. Rive rs are  t rea ted  

like  sewers  and lakes like cesspools. These na tu ra l syste ms—and they are  living 

system s—have stru ggle d hard.  The benevolent micro organ isms which cope w ith
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re as on ab le  a m ounts  o f o rg an ic  m att e r hav e be en  d es troy ed  b y m in er al  de te rg en ts .W itne ss  our fo am in g st re am s.  Lak e E ri e  did  it s be st  to pr ov id e th e  oxygen  toneu tr ali ze  th e  pi ck lin g ac ids of th e g re a t st ee lw or ks . B ut it  could  no t co nten d.I t  lo st  it s ox yg en  in  th e bat tle.  It s  on ce  rich  co mmercial  fis hing  in dust ry  die dand it s re v it a li z in g  mic roorga nic li fe  ga ve  plac e to an ae ro bi c org an is m s whic hdo not ne ed  ox yg en  hu t give  off fo ul  sm el ls , th e m ort uary  sm ell s of  de ad  w at er .As on e E ri e  in d u s tr ia li s t re to rt ed , “I t ’s not ou r ef flue nt ; i t ’s th os e dam ne d de adfis h.”

We ha ve  had  th e fre edom  fro m hunger  cam pa ig n ; pre se nt ly  we sh al l need  a free do m  from  th ir s t ca mpa ign.  If  t he  In te rn a ti o n a l Hyd ro logi ca l Dec ad e doe s no t bri ng  us  to  ou r senses , we  will  fa ce  a desp er at e si tu at io n . Of  co ur se  it  is bo un d up  w ith  th e in cr ea si ng  po pu la tio n,  hut al so  w ith th e extr av ag an ce s of  th e tech no logies  which  cla im  th a t they  a re  se rv in g th a t po pu la tio n.  The re  is a comp eti ti on  be tw ee n th e w ate r needs of  th e la nd which  ha s to  f ee d th e in cr ea si ng p op ula tion , an d th e  do mes tic  an d in dust ri a l ne ed s of  th a t po pu la tio n.  The  th eo re ti ca l min im um  to  su st ain  liv ing st andard s is  ab out 300 ga llon s a da y per  pe rson . Thi s »is  th e  ap pro xim at e am ou nt  of  w ate r ne ed ed  to pr od uc e gra in  fo r 2%  po un ds  of br ea d,  bu t a d ie t of  2 po un ds  of bre ad  and 1 po un d of be ef  wo uld  re quir e ab ou t 2,500 ga llo ns . An d th a t is  no th in g co m pa re d w ith  th e glu tton ou s re quir em en ts  of  st ee l-m ak ing,  pa pe r-mak in g,  an d th e ch em ical  in du st ry .W ate r— ju s t IL O— is as  in di sp en sa bl e a s  foo d. To di e of  hun ge r one ne ed s mor e th an  15 da ys . To die of  th ir s t on e ne ed s on ly 3. Yet we  ar e  sq ua nd er in g,  po llut in g and de st ro yi ng  w at er . In  Lo s Ang ele s an d ne ighb or ing Sou th er n Cal ifo rn ia , a th ou sa nd  tim es  m ore w ate r is  be ing co nsum ed  th an  is be ing pre ci p it at ed  in  th e loca li ty . Th ey  ha ve  pr ee m pted  th e  w ate r of ne ig hb or in g Sta te s.  The y are  pipi ng  it  fr om  N or th er n C al ifor ni a,  and th ere  is a pla n to  pip e it  al l th e  way  from  C an ad a’s N or th w es t T err it o ry , fr om  th e M ac ke nz ie  an d th e L ia rd , which  flow  nort hw ard  to th e  A rc tic  Ocean, to  tu rn  th em  ba ck  in to  de se rts.Alw ay s an d ev er yw he re  we  com e ba ck  to  th e prob lem of  p op ul at io n— mor e peopl e to mak e mor e m is ta ke s,  more peop le to  be th e vi ct im s of  th e  m is ta kes  of  ot he rs , mor e pe op le to  su ffer  he ll up on  eart h . I t is  ap pal ling to  he ar ’ peop le compl ac en tly  ta lk in g  ab ou t th e po pu la tion  ex plos ion as  th ou gh  it  be lon ged to  th e fu tu re , or  w or ld  hu nger  a s thou gh  it  w er e th re ate n in g , whe n hun dre ds of  mill ions  ca n te st if y  th a t it  is al re ad y he re —sw ea r it  w ith pan ting  bre at h.We know  to  th e ex ac t co un tdow n seco nd  whe n th e nucl ea r ex plos ion too k plac e— 5: 30  a.m ., Ju ly  16, 1945, whe n th e  fi rs t de vic e w en t off in th e dese rt  of  Al am og ordo , N. Mex. Th e fu se  of  th e po pu la tion ex plos ion ha d been li t 10 yea rs  ea rl ie r— F ebru ary  1935. On th a t da y a g ir l ca lled  H ildeg ar de was  dy in g of  ge ner al iz ed  se pt icem ia . She ha d pr ic ke d hei- fin ge r w ith a  sewing ne ed le  an d th e in fe ct io n ha d ru n  am ok. Th e do ctor s co uld no t sa ve  he r. H er  des per at e fa th e r in je ct ed  a re d dy e in to  her bod y. H er  fa th e r  w as  G er har d  Do ma gk . Th e re d dye w as  pr on to si l, which  he.  a phar m aceuti cal ch em is t, had  pr od uc ed  and  had  su cce ss fu lly  us ed  on mice  le th al ly  in fe ct ed  w ith  st reptoc oc ci , bu t ne ve r be fo re  on a hu man . P ro nto si l w as  th e fi rs t of  th e  su lf a  dru gs— ch em ot he ra pe ut ic s— wh ich  could  a tt ack  th e  ge rm  w ithin  th e livi ng  body . Thu s was  pre pa re d th e w ay  fo r th e  re di sc ov er y of  pe ni ci lli n— re di sc ov er y be ca us e,  al th ou gh  Fl em in g had  d is co ve red it  in 1928, it  ha d been ig no re d ; ne it her he  no r an yb od y el se  ha d see n it s p,su pr em e v ir tu e  of  a tt ack in g  ge rm s w ith in  th e  liv in g bod y. T ha t is  th e  op er at iv e ph ra se , fo r w hi le  med ical  sci ence  a nd th e  m ed ical  pr of es sion  ha d us ed  anti se pti cs  fo r su rf ac e w ou nd s an d sor es , th ey  w er e a lw ay s labe led “Po iso n, not to  be ta ke n in te rn all y .” The  su lf a dr ug s had  show n th a t it  was  po ss ible to a tt ack  spec ific  ge rm s w ith in  th e  l iv in g body  an d had  ch an ged  th is  a tt it ude . So whe n C ha in  an d •F lo re y loo ked ag ai n a t Fl em in g’s pen ic il lin in 1938, th ey  w er e seeing  it  in th e li gh t of  th e ex pe rien ce  of  th e su lfas .
A ne w era  of  di se as e- fig ht ing had  be gu n— th e su lf as , th e  an tibo tics , DDT in sect ici de s. D oc to rs  could  now a tt ack  a who le  ra nge of  in vi sibl e en em ies . Th ey  could  m as te r th e old  k il le r di se as es . The y pr ov ed  it  duri ng  th e w ar , an d wh en  th e w ar en ded th ere  were no t on ly stoc kp iles  of  th e  dr ug s,  th er e w er e too led -up fa cto ri es to  pr od uc e them . So, to  pre vent th e  sp re ad  of  th e de ad ly  ep idem ics which  fol low  w ar s,  th e su pp lie s w er e m ad e av ai la ble  to  th e w ar -r av ag ed  co un tr ie s w ith th e ir  di sp lace d pe rson s, an d th en  to  th e  d ev elop ing co un tr ie s.  T heir  i n dige no us  in fe ct io ns  an d co ntag io ns  an d in se ct -b or ne  di se as es  were ch ecked.Al mo st sy mbo lic all y,  th e fi rs t g re a t c lin ic al  u se  o f pr on to si l ha d been  in de al in g w ith  puerp era l seps is,  ch ild be d feve r. I t  had  sp ec ta cu la rl y  save d m oth er s’ liv es  in Qu een C harl o tt e ’s Hos pi ta l. Lo ndon . Now it s su cc es so rs  too k up  th e stor y.Few er  m ot he rs  died  in ch ildb ir th , to  live an d ha ve  mor e ba bies . Few er  in fa n ts
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died, fewer toddlers, few er adolescents. They lived to marry  and have child ren. 
Older people were uot kill ed off by, for  instance, malar ia. The average life-span 
increased.

Professor Kingsley Dav is of the  University  of Cal ifornia at  Berkeley, the  
autho rity  on urban development, has  presented a hai r-ra ising pic ture  from his 
survey of the wor ld’s c ities . He has shown th at  38 percent of the world’s popu
latio n is alre ady  living in what are  defined as urb an places. More than one-fifth 
of the  world’s population is living in citie s of 100,000 or more. And more tha n 
one-tenth of the wor ld’s population  is now living  in citie s of a million or more 
inhabit ants . In 1968, 375 million people were  living  in million-and-over cities. 
The proportions are  changing so quickly  th at  on presen t tren ds it would take 
only 16 years for ha lf the  wor ld’s population  to be living  in cities and only 55 
yea rs fo r i t to reach 100 percent.

Within the lifet ime of a child born today,  Kingsley Davis foresees, on p resent  
tren ds of population increase , 15 billion people to be fed and housed—nearly five 
times as many as now. The  whole human species would be living in cities  of 
a million and over inh abitants , and—wait for it—the biggest city would have 
1.3 billion inhabi tan ts. Th at  means 186 times as many  as the re are  in Greater 
London.

For  years t he  Greek arc hit ec t Doxiadis has  been warning us about such pros 
pects. In his Ecumenopolis—World  City—one urban are a would ooze into  the  
next, like confluent ulcers . The eas t side of World City would have as its High 
Str eet  the Eu ras ian  Highwa y stre tching  from Glasgow to Bangkok, with the  
channel tunnel as its  subw ay and a built -up are a all the way. On the wes t 
side of World City, divided not by trac ks but by the Atlantic,  the pa tte rn is 
alread y emerging, or ra ther , merging. Amer icans alre ady  talk  about Boswash, 
the urban development of a built-up area stre tch ing  from Boston to Wash ington : 
and on the  west coast, ap ar t from Los Angeles sprawling into the  desert,  the  
rea lto rs are  alre ady  slu rri ng  one city into  ano ther all  along the Pacific coas t 
from the Mexican border  to San Francisco . We don’t  need a crystal  ball to 
foresee what Davis  and Doxiadis  are  predic ting ; we can alre ady  see it thro ugh  
smog-covered spectacles. A blind man can smell what is coming.

The danger of p rediction is that  experts  and men of affairs  are  likely to plan 
for the  predicted trends  and  confirm these trends. “Prognosis” is something 
diffe rent from “Pre dic tion.” An inte lligent doctor, having diagnosed your  symp
toms and examined your condition , does not say (except in novelet tes) , “You 
have 6 months to live.” An inte lligent doctor says, “Frank ly, your  condition is 
serious . Unless you do so-and-so, and I do so-and-so, it is bound to de ter iorate .” 
The  operative phrase  is “do so-and-so.” We don 't have  to  p lan for tre nd s; if  th ey 
are  socially undesirable  our duty is to plan  away from them, to trea t the  symp
toms before they become mal ignant.

We have to do thi s on the  local, the  national, and the  int ern ational scale, 
thro ugh  intergovernmenta l action, because  there are no fro ntiers  in present-day 
pollu tion and des truc tion  of the  biosphere.  Mank ind sha res  a common habitat.  
We have mortgaged the  old homestead and na tur e is liable  to foreclose.

Dr. Smittt. T want to say in closing, the Citizens Committee on 
Natural Resources, which was organized in 1954, certainly  wishes to 
commend not only th e chairman, hut members of this committee, for 
the ir vigorous pu rsuit of a better environment, and we certainly seek 
to pledge to them our very best efforts to aid and abet the purposes 
and goals tha t you people have announced here.

Thank you very much.
(Dr. Smith’s prepared  statement follows:)

P repared Statement of Dr. Spencer M. Sm it h , ,Tr., Secretary, Citizens  
Comm ittee on Natural Resources

Mr. Chairman, members of the  committee: I am Dr. Spencer M. Smith,  Jr ., 
sec retary  of the Citizens Committee on Na tur al Resources, a nat ional conse rva
tion organization with offices in Washing ton, D.C.

The atte ntion of this  comm ittee and especially its  distinguished c hairman  need 
not  be engaged as to the longevity of concern th at  m any have had  abou t the im
pact of our cul ture  upon the environment. My own interest exceeds 20 years  an d
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I was  a Johnny -come-lately at  th at  time, especially when compared to Dr. Ira 
X. Gabr ielson, cha irm an of o ur committ ee and  long-time advocate of the effect of 
man’s act ivit y upon our resources.  His pro phe tic comm entar ies have  continu ed 
to amaze me as h ave  few men of our time.

My own prof essional  efforts have been in the field of economics, as a college 
professor, ind ustry  consultan t, Government burea ucr at, and most rece ntly  in the 
are a of conservation. Always I have had a consid erable  int ere st in the  man ner 
by which economic forces express themselves thro ugh privat e and public  insti 
tutio ns. It  app ear s neces sary for  me to so ide nti fy myself in orde r th at  you may 
bette r under stand the perspective in whic h I view envi ronm ental problem s or, 
if you prefer, to b etter understand my pre judices  in such problems.

It  has  been said th at  no count ry in his tor y was  so wedded at  the  very  outset 
of its  birt h to the tonc ept of developm ent. The rap idi ty with which our tech 
nological  experti se came about and  the  conc omitant rap id rise  in our  sta nd ard  
of living has  focused our life and attentio n on t he gre at achiev ement of tra ns fe r
ring na tur e’s endowment into modern comforts. In the 19th  century, and  most 
of the  20th, our  problem has  been development. Any suggest ion th at  seriou s at 
tention  be given to the  consequences of th at developm ent would have  been as
sessed as a friv oli ty th at  no pru den t man could tolera te in the  deadly seriou s 
business of feedin g millions of people and  provid ing sufficient power  for  a 
young indu stry . It  is tru e th at  dist inguish ed lead ers of the  pas t hav e sought 
to examine  the  na ture  of this development , not  with an int ere st in arresti ng  it, 
but  with  an eye to apply ing direc tion and  ass ura nce  th at  the  long-run aspec ts 
would contin ue to be product ive. Theo dore  Roosevelt and many oth ers  were 
pioneers in thi s effort and gene rally  hav e been grouped und er the  heading  of 
conserva tionists.

To say th at  development has  been uppe rmost in the minds  of our predec essors  
is to un derstate  the  driv ing force of thi s concep t and  the fact  th at  it  has  be
come a n integr al pa rt of our cultu re. We ma yai ot be developing a physical fro n
tie r in the sense th at  we did in the 18t h and  19th  centu ries,  but  we have  sub
sti tut ed  the ref or an emotional fro nti er whic h we nu rtu re  with  gre at care.

If  one feels th at  the  urge toward development has  been res tra ine d and  th at  
our pres ent acti ons  are  tempered wit h grea ter care, let him be remind ed of the 
Ful l Employment Act of 1946. This  act esta blished the Pre sid ent ’s Council of 
Economic Advisors and dire cts Gover nment policies tow ard the end of full em
ployment. This  in and of itse lf need not resu lt in unres tra ine d development but 
in a dra ma tic  sense it did lit tle  to im pa rt a sense of caution to economic ex
pansion. On th e con trar y, the most par am ount cons idera tion in economic a naly sis 
by academic, Governm ent, and/o r busin ess economists of the  1940’s, 1950 ’s was 
th at  of growth.

Any prof essio nal economist duri ng thi s perio d who had  not published or oth er
wise shown concern  for  the economic growth  rate, ran  the  risk  of p reju dici ng his 
professiona l advancem ent and of having his  capa bili ties  down-graded by his 
peers. A few of us were concerned abo ut the  anatomy of such growth and about 
the social c ost o r price paid to achieve it.

If  I may be pardoned  a person al reference , for most of my adu lt life I have 
been eith er in tra ini ng  f or or in the  p rac tice  of a professiona l economist. Nothin g 
in thi s field of endeavor suggests th at  the  consequences of the development of 
goods and services should not be consid ered and it  is true th at  such a conside ra
tion can be placed  in the economist’s scheme of thin gs withou t conflicting with 
any basic tenet . As a practic al ma tter , however, the  major th ru st of thi s pro
fession  is employm ent and economic expansion . College sophomores  have  been 
plagued for yea rs by the definition of economics which sta tes : "Economics is 
the  science th at  deal s with  man’s efforts  to sat isfy his unlim ited wan ts by using  
the  scarce tra ns fer ab le resour ces of na ture .”

Some of my colleagues in the economic profe ssion  have  never tre ate d my in
ter est  in attem pting to assess  the  social costs  of development as a high profes
sional calling. They  can tole rate  my concern for  thes e problems but  if such 
concern leads to the  suggestion th at  cer tai n kind s of development be slowed or 
temporarily int err up ted  unt il such social costs  could be lessened, then  their  im
patience becomes monumental. Quite often  thi s is tan tam oun t to being drummed 
out of the profession but it is seldom wo rth  the effort. It  has  gene rally  been 
sufficient for them to point out th at  it is not  as if one of significa nt statur e had 
deserted their  professio nal ran ks and the y conti nue secure  in the ir knowledge 
th at  no modification of the ir effor ts i s requ ired .

One is encouraged, however, to have  such a noted economis t as Dr. W alt er W. 
Heller, prof essor of economics at  the  Un iversity of Minneso ta and former chair -
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man of the  Presi de nt’s Council of Economic Advisors,  st a te : “I am as deeply 

concerned with keepin g our society from becoming one of effluence as I am in 

keeping it affluent.”
Also, Prof. Joh n K. Galbr aith recently  observed  th at  one caug ht in a midto wn 

traffic jam in the squ alor of a ghett o neighborhood, breathi ng foul ai r af te r hav

ing spent the day on a meage r w ater  rati on,  is not overly comforted  by the  know l

edge t ha t the Gross National  Pro duc t incre ased 9^2 percent las t year.

The “development” syndrom e has  brou ght a new serie s of observatio ns such 

as, “we need a reo rde rin g of gover nmen tal pri ori ties.” This commentary is re

peat ed by so many, so often, th at  it is becoming a modern  cliche. The first  ques

tion th at  should be posed is why ju st  a reordering  of “gove rnmental pri ori ties.”

Per hap s we have  come full circle if concern for  the consequences of develop

ment was a friv olit y of the  past , then  perhap s the  development of some goods 

and services today  is not  only frivol ous but  irr ati on al.  The genius of modern  

ind ust ry produced and  sold $100 million worth of hula-hoops with in an 18- 

month period—abo ut fou r times the  amo unt  spent  on ai r pollution for  the same 

period. In one busin ess publi cation the shor tage  of engineers was decried, and 

in the  same publ icati on prid e was expre ssed in the  incre ased  sales of the elec tric  

tooth brush , a prod uct which  no affluent society can do witho ut.
To show th at  the re ar e few limits to engineering genius, which is equaled 

only by the ir adv ert isin g compatriots , we have ano the r brea kthrough to re

por t—the elect ric or batt ery -dri ven  swizzle stick. With this perhap s we may re

lieve the final agony by brin ging  relief to our pioneer in his struggle  to ag ita te 

his own drink.  This, if the  ecomiums of the  chamb er of commerce may be be

lieved. may ran k with  pu tting  the well in the  adobe fro nti er home. Yes, the old 

fro nti er is gone and the  a bili ties  th at  sped its passing have become priv ate  fault s 

replacing their  once virt ues . We seem to be unabl e to rid  ourselve s of the notion  

th at  wha teve r the problem, a prope r appreci atio n of technology is all th at  is 

requi red. Per hap s it  was  thi s childlike fa ith  th at  was dea lt such a blow when 

on the occasion of the 3d Nat iona l Conference on Air Pollution,  held in Wash

ington, D.C., on December 12 to 14, 1966. I quoted  Ben jami n Linsky, prof esso r 

of san itary engin eering in ai r pollution  contro l at  West Virginia Unive rsity , re

garding the comments th at  he had made to the  Thirty -fir st North  American 

Wild life and Na tur al Resou rces Conference on March 14, 1966. He said,

“If  you have gained  an impression th at  ai r pollu tion problems and trou bles  

are recent,  and th at  ai r pollution control  engine ering,  science and technology 

ar e new, you have been mi sled. ”
He contended fu rth er  th at  the studie s in Chicago and San Francisco  in 1915 

esse ntia lly estab lishe d the  basic tools for ai r pollution control.  In addi tion  to 

citin g Prof esso r Lins ky’s observ ation, I quoted  fu rth er  the resu lts of a study 

in 1963 by the Conservat ion Fou ndat ion concluding: “Air  pollution is now a 

polit ical and social problem fa r more than a scientific one.”
I was not prep ared  for  the  challeng e th at  the  first  o f thes e comments received. 

The na tur e of critic ism,  however , was prima rily  a rec itat ion  of the  need for 

many new techniques for  detec tion of ai r pollu tion as well as those requ ired  for  

bet ter  remed ial programs. In additio n, there was the  insis tence  by many th at  a 

var iety of the pres ent known  devices soon would be obsolete. I pressed  the ma jor 

th ru st  of my argument, however, and even the most per sis ten t cri tics  qualified 

their  r ejoi nde r by sta tin g th at  o ur ineffective policy w as influenced by inad equ ate 

techn ical developments bu t in an anc illary sense. The only real  modification I 

have  come to make in my quotation of Prof esso r Linsk y is to emphasize more 

the word “ess entially” as to the  techniq ues being in existence for a good pro

gram  of  ai r pollution prev entio n.
I for  one would be pleased if  our problems w ere tech nica l in cha rac ter  rat he r 

tha n social or politic al. Our abi lity  to solve techn ical and  scientific problems ap 

pea rs supe rior to ou r ab ility  to  solve social ones.
It  should surp rise  no one th at  with a cul ture  of development, technological 

bri lliance  and achievement, whic h produce ann uall y the hig hes t consumption of 

goods a nd services any society  has achieved to date , would esta blis h inst itut ions, 

both governm ent and priv ate,  th at  refle ct a cultu re.
Even our regu lato ry agencie s, while estab lishe d to ass ure  the  public th at  pr i

vate enterprise  would best serve the  public int ere st have been ineffec tual by the 

kin des t standa rd any one could apply. Or as a more sha rp cri tic  has phra sed 

it * * * “the regu lato ry agencies impact upon the ind ust ries they  pur por t to con

tro l is  like the flies ca ptu rin g the  fly pape r.”
It  is impossible to effect a ne at  cataloguing which assig ns the role of devils 

and angels, in fixing the  blame for  det erio rati ng enviro nment. The re is sufficient
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ammunition fo r both sides to support the proposition tha t the private  individual 
businessman in purs uit of profit is an angel or a devil. On the one hand he is is 
seen as responsible for the economic success and well-being of the country and 
should not be penalized for his efforts. On the other hand, he is viewed as highly 
irresponsible in contaminating the water, air, and in the expedient exploitation 
of other resources in order to increase his profit margin. The argument continues 
with parti cula r businesses showing the additional cost incurred to ab ate air  pol
lution while others point to the fact tha t the costs were incurred as a direct  re
sult of court action or fear of Federal action. The basic difficulty is not assessing 
blame, though it takes up most of the time and argument. The difficulty is tha t 
private individuals  and private businesses ration ally pursuing their  own policies 
come into conflict with the interests of the public a t large.

The businessman does not understand how he became a monster threatening 
the health of the community in j ust  a few short years. Only recently he may have 
been hailed and feted as a man of courage and ability, which led to the location 
of his business in the community. As a consequence, he feels perfectly justified 
in using all of the devices to protect his property in order tha t he will not be 
forced to incur additiona l costs, which in tur n may affect adversely his competi
tive position.

Commercial enterp rises both large and small have great abilities to res ist Gov
ernment regulations. They charge the Government interests with trying to swell 
thei r bureaucracy, take over private functions and, if it is the Federal Govern
ment, the usurpation  of States’ rights. Businesses are often stronger in supporting 
States rights than anyone else, primari ly because States are notoriously ineffec
tive regulators of business enterprise.

The public a t large is seriously inhibited  by the formidable campaign by com
mercial enterprise, which appears to have everythi ng going for it. xlction is post
poned as public sentiment increases. Investigation upon investigation is made to 
determine the exact natu re of the problem. The plea for more information con
tinues and if the policy pursued by industr y and commercial enterprise is suffi
ciently dele terious to community health and well-being, there comes a time when 
action is taken. Unfortunately, by tha t time the problem is often so acute that 
the cost of achieving a  full remedy is so staggering, the process of initiat ing such 
a program is again frust rated . This is especially true when dealing with natu ral 
resources, since the early effects may be abstruse  and even the cumulative prob
lems may be subtle and not immediately understood.

Because of the  great emphasis in the private  sec tor of our economy upon devel
opment, the tools and techniques for assessing cost and benefits have been de
veloped to great  precision. Also, the institutions , through which these forces 
move and are measured, are understood. In addition, institutions , such as the 
marketplace, are highly responsive mechanisms, which regularly approve and 
disapprove quickly and determine the  costs and benefits ju st as quickly. A house
wife does not have to write a lette r as to why she did not like the lettuce at the 
supermarket to rectify  the situation. All she has  to do is not buy lettuce and if a 
sufficient number act in this fashion the message of disapproval is communicated 
immediately.

Alas, the public sector is dealing with phenomena of which is not quantifiable 
by the latest  and best techniques. In those rar e instances where better  assess
ments can be made, there is no institution to communicate th e decision of the 
public in a quick and accurate  fashion, as exists in a marketplace, imperfect as 
it may be. Citizens ca nnot buy clean air  and pure water in a supermarket or at 
the automobile showroom. Their action must go through a far  more laborious and 
inexact procedure in order to find approval or disapproval.

In short, we are  jus t beginning to formulate institution s tha t can give expres
sion to the multivariate forces tha t impinge upon the environment. The Council 
of Environmental Advisers is a start ing point. I t is a good augury for the futu re 
but not a final answer.

The Full Employment Act of 1946 revealed a number of changes in our think
ing in addition to implementing these changes by establishing the necessary 
institutions.

First , we decided tha t depression in an industr ial society was not an act of 
God to be borne wi th Job-like patience. Second, Government institutions, as well 
as others, could do something about it. Third, since this concern could not be 
“packaged” in one department or one committee of Congress because economic 
decisions tha t had an impact on employment occurred through government, a 
Council of Economic Advisers to the Preside nt was established and the Join t 
Committee on the Presi dent ’s Economic Report was established in the Congress.
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The  ob jec tiv e of th e Em pl oy men t Act, “f u ll  em pl oy men t w ithout  in fl at io n, ” has  

no t been  ac hiev ed  w ith  pe rf ec tion . The  Gov er nm en t and o th er s ha ve  e rr ed  in  one 

di re ct io n or  th e  ot he r,  bu t th e  ac t m us t be re gar ded  as  an  im port an t success .

Com mercia l e n te rp ri se s an d Gov ernm en t ag en ci es  w ho se  fa te  se em s in te rt w in ed  

w ith  th es e en te rp ri se s hav e of te n def ea te d  spe cif ic m ea su re s by  a vari e ty  of  

mea ns . O ve rr id in g obj ec tion s w ith  “yo u can’t stop  pro gre ss ” an d us in g th e m an y 

tech ni qu es  so well  kn ow n to al l ha ve  of te n fr u s tr a te d  ef fo rts to re st ra in  or d i

min ish ad ve rs e envir onm en ta l im pa cts.  Tod ay  en vir onm en ta l im pa ct  is  be ing 

ch al leng ed  as  nev er  be fo re . I t  is  th ere fo re  p re dic ta ble  th a t th e op po si tio n’s pro 

te s ts  a re  re ac hin g a s tr id e n t no te.  . n

An ex am pl e of th is  ty pe of  re bu tt a l w as  re port ed  in th e “C om mercia l Ap peal,  

Mem ph is,  Te nn ., Ja n u a ry  29. 1970, w he re in  Mr. Tho m as  M. Ni les , pre si den t of 

th e  A mer ican  So cie ty  o f C iv il Eng inee rs , st a te d  :
“ I t  sc ar es  me whe n su ch  em ph as is  is  give n to  th e prob lems of  po llu tio n.  I t 

could  re su lt  in m as sive  ou tl ays of  Fed er al  mo neys , bro ug ht on by pu bl ic  hyst er ia ,

„ an d re su lt  in w as ting  v a s t su m s of  mo ney th a t co uld be bet te r used  on o th er

prob lems, mor e c ri ti cal pr ob lems, lik e ed uca tion an d h ou sing .”
Also , Mr.  Sa mue l S. B ax te r,  mem be r of th e N at io nal  W ate r Co mm iss ion , a ft e r 

st a ti ng  th a t po llu tio n abate m en t w as  pr ob ab ly  no t po ss ib le in 5 ye ar s w ith an  

expe nd itur e of $20 bi ll io n,  ur ge d th a t se co nd ar y se wag e tr eatm ent p la n ts  ta ke 

pr ec ed en t ov er  re fine m en ts  of  w as te  re m ov al  sy stem s.  “W hat is mo re im port an t 

* * * ki ll in g a few  fish , or pr ov id in g th e be st  ed uc at io n fo r the N at io n' s ch il 

d re n?” Mr . B ax te r as ke d.
Mr. Cha irm an , I as k th a t th e en ti re  art ic le  co ve ring  th e en gi ne er ing co nfe r

en ce  as  re por te d by th e  “C om mercia l A pp ea l” be plac ed  in the reco rd  a t th is  

po in t.
(N ote.—Th e art ic le  re fe rr ed  to  is p ri n te d  a t pp . 103-1 04.)
Co nf lic ts will  co nt in ue to  ab ou nd . Man y bea ri ng upon  th e qu es tio n w heth er 

an  in cr ea sing  st andard  of  liv in g (h er e in te rp re te d  as  th e co ns um pt ion o f  goods 

and se rv ices ) is  co m pa tibl e w ith  a high  quali ty  of en vi ro nm en t. W hi le  I con

ti nue  to  be lie ve  our  bas ic  st andard  of  livi ng  wi ll in cr ea se  sign ifi ca nt ly  an d can 

do  so w ithout del et er io us ef fects  upon  en vi ro nm en t, it  is ob vio us  th a t we  wi ll 

have to  sp en d mor e of  ou r nati onal inc om e co lle ct iv ely an d we  wi ll ha ve  to  re 

de fin e w hat  we  mea n by  “s ta ndard  of  livi ng .” Th ou gh  th e el ec tr ic  toot h br us h 

and el ec tr ic  sw izz le  st ic k co nst itu te  a p a rt  of  th e Gro ss  N at io nal  Pro du ct , pro 

vide  employ men t, ta xe s,  e tc ., is  t h is  to  be  l ik en ed  t o  a co mm un ity  p ar k ?

Par ad oxes  will  co ntinue  to  flo ur ish  an d la w s an d in st it u ti ons mus t deve lop  in 

or de r to ob viate them  to  th e be st  of  our  ab il ity.  F edera l gr an ts -in- ai d are  ava il 

ab le  fo r S ta te  re cr ea tion  pro gr am s but  th e S ta te s may  sa ve  an  ar ea  or  cre ate  a 

park  on ly to  find a h ig hw ay  sche du led to  ru n  th ro ugh su ch  a re as w ith th e 

fin an cing  ac co mpl ish ed  by  a noth er F ed er al  g ra nts -i n- ai d p ro gr am .

Th e cr it ic al  qu es tion  is  not how we  fa sh io n th e en vi ro nm en t to be co ns is te nt 

w ith  ou r econom ic la rg ess  but  how we ta il o r an d ot her w is e effect an  econom ic 

an d cu lt u ra l sy stem  co m pa ra bl e w ith ou r en vi ro nm en t. Thi s is  no t a choic e th a t 

is ou rs  to  m ak e if  we d es ir e lon g te rm  s ur vi va l.
The  co ncern  ov er  our en viron m en t is gra ti fy in g. Ev en  th e pa ni c of th e  op- 

A po si tion  ta kes  on a fl av or  of  th os e wh o ro un dl y da m ne d th e “h yst er ic al an d

em ot io na l bi rd  w atc hers  who  sa id  th a t we  had  so m et hi ng  to fe a r fro m pes ti 

cide s. ”
One good  an d ab le  conse rv at io nis t m ad e an  obs er va tio n th a t may  af fect  mor e 

of  us  th an  we will  adm it  when he  s a id : “We ha ve  be en  sa yi ng  fo r year s th a t

•  th is  may  be  ou r la s t ch an ce  bu t now  we a re  be ginn in g to be lie ve  it  ou rs el ve s.”

W ith so muc h be ing w ri tt en  an d di sc us se d re gard in g  th e en vi ro nm en t, it  is  

im po ss ib le to  p re se nt a  de fini tiv e do cu men t to  th e  co mmitt ee . An ex ce llen t ap 

p ra is a l of  th e quali ty  of  li fe  by Lo rd  R itch ie -C al der  (M or tg ag in g Th e Old Hom e

st ead ),  th e  em in en t B ri ti sh  sc ie nt is t, ap pears  in th e cu rr en t ed iti on  of  th e q u a r

te rly,  “F or ei gn  A ff ai rs ” an d is re pri n te d  in th e cu rr en t “Spo rts Il lu st ra te d .” I f  

th is  art ic le  ha s no t ye t been  mad e a p a rt  of  th e reco rd , I re sp ec tiv ely re ques t 

th a t it  b e includ ed .
(N ote.—Th e art ic le  re fe rr ed  to  is pri n te d  a t pp. 104-1 11. )
Th e C iti ze ns  Com m itt ee  on N atu ra l Res ou rces , which  has  been or ga ni ze d sin ce  

1954, wishe s to  co mmen d th e  ch ai rm an  an d mem be rs  of  th is  co mmitt ee  fo r th e ir  

vigo ro us  purs u it  of  a b e tt e r en vi ro nm en t an d to  pled ge  to  them  th a t we  will  

exert  o ur  be st ef fo rt s to  a id  a nd  a be t t h e ir  pur po se s an d g oa ls.
I th ank  th e co m m it te e fo r th is  oppor tu ni ty  of  p re se n ting  th is  st at em en t.
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Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Dr. Smith.
We will next hear from Mrs. Donald E. Clusen, representing the 

League of Women Voters, which organization has been in the fore
fron t of the environmental fight for many years.

STATEMENT OF MRS. DONALD E. CLUSEN, VICE P RESIDENT, LEAGUE 
OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE UNITED STATES

Mrs. Clusen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
For  the record I  am Mrs. Donald Clusen of Green Bay, Wis. I  am 

vice president of the League of Women Voters of the United States  
and chairman of the League’s work on the environment. We appre
ciate the opportunity to appear before this subcommittee to comment 
on action proposals to  improve and protect our physical environment 
in the 1970’s.

We find tha t the interested  public is disgusted at this point with 
the blur of proposals for reorganization, preempt ion, nondegradation, 
standard setting, plans for implementation and demonstration pro j
ects because people know tha t this  country has the ability to improve 
the condition of its air  and water and the management of land. We 
think  t hat  people will not be satisfied with the rhetoric  which is cu r
rently going on about environmental quality, and that  instead they 
want results they can see.

The members of my organization are under no illusion that  it will 
be easy to achieve the k ind of movement the public wants. The scope 
of the questions posed by this committee shows the complexity of 
reordering the Government programs. Since the League does not pre 
tend to the omniscience necessary for a broad gage response to the 
questions listed, I shall confine my comments to conclusions arising 
from the League’s 14-year experience with water resources. Most of 
my comments will be concentrated on the financing and enforcement 
programs carried on by the Federa l Government.

1. The League of Women Voters expects to see—during the present 
congressional session—consideration of all aspects of the Federal 
gran t program for municipal sewage facility construction. Although 
we have long been aware of weaknesses in the present program, we 
continue to support the principle of Federal incentive gran ts for this 
purpose. We think  it unwise to rush into change of one part of the 
program. Complete redesign should be undertaken in the light of the 
experience of the last decade and the goal for the decade of the 
1970‘s. Since such redesign cannot be swiftly accomplished, we think 
the present program should be continued to the end of its 
authorization.

The first step in continuing the present program should be to make 
the $800 million appropriated  for fiscal 1970 available to the States. 
We are glad to hear tha t President Nixon intends tha t the entire 
sum be released to the FWPCA for allocation by the end of this 
fiscal year. The second step  is to seek appropria tion of the full $1.25 
billion authorized for the program in fiscal 1971. We, along with 
others, expect to work for full appropriation.

Turning  now to changes tha t are needed when a new program is 
designed, in our opinion Federal, State, and local governments have 
each put too little money into construction of sewage treatment
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plants  and intercepter sewers. Governments at each level have held 
back claiming that  a gre ater  commitment from one of the other levels 
was necessary. More money must be invested and the elements en
couraging procras tination  must be circumvented if water quality is

to improve. . .
(a) Ear ly in the program localities began to hang back, waiting tor 

thei r turn  to share in the Federa l program. We find the idea wide
spread that  every jurisd iction  is entit led to 50 percent Federal aid for 
treatm ent plan t construction. Anyone who knows the legislative his
tory of this knows th is is not the intent. So we think  there is a need 
for public education on this point. Everyone can understand tha t 
delay has made construction more expensive—in cost of materials, 
wages, land, and interest on bonds. Whatever the rules of the game 
are to be in the future , it is important tha t they be made clear and 

be adhered to. .
(Z>) The sewage facility construction program cannot be divorced 

from sewer construction and from the heavy costs of other services 
which municipalities furnish . There is no getting away from the fact 
tha t many benefits of sewage treatment  accrue to areas downstream 
rather than to taxpayers of the distric t building the facility. Al
though jurisdictions able, w ith some sacrifice, to under take pollution 
abatement programs should do so prompt ly, some inducement is 
needed to overcome the tendency to use available funds for programs 
of more direct service to a jurisd iction ’s taxpayers. We know of no 
inducements save financial aid from State and Federa l levels plus 
strong enforcement of State water quali ty standards.

(<?) There is inadequate inducement for States  to participate in a 
three-way cost-sharing program for treatm ent facility construction. 
The experience of States tha t moved ahead, utilizing State  funds 
in anticipation  of repayment  out of Federal aid nt the level au thor
ized, was such tha t few other States  were tempted to follow suit. To 
encourage State financial partic ipation, should the amount of the 
State allotment be increased if a State puts State  money into the 
program ? Or should S tates that contribute a certain percent be given 
first consideration when reallotment is made of moneys not obligated 
by the States ?

(<Z) To produce maximum pollution abatement for the sum in
vested, changes are needed in assignment of priorities for receiving 
Federa l aid. The present system, whereby “the appropriate State 
water pollution control agency” certifies a project as “ent itled to pr i
ority over other eligible projec ts,” has not been producing the inte
grated , comprehensive water qual ity control needed for basinwide 
pollution abatement. Without an intersta te basin agency, planning for 
pollution abatement may be entire ly uncoordinated in States border
ing on the same river. And if a State spreads its allotment thinly , or 
distributes much of it to small or medium-sized municipalities, Fed
eral funds available to big cities will provide little  help and less in
centive for sewage treatment facili ty construction. We hope a more 
rational  system with emphasis on basinwide cleanup can be institu ted 

through new regulations for assigning priorities. Or should assign
ment of priorit ies pass from the hands of the State agency to the re
gional offices o f the FWPCA ? Of course there are undoubtedly some 
political real ities that  must be considered in this connection.
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When the Clean Water Restoration Act removed the dollar ceiling 
on aid to a project and increased the percent of project  cost that could 
be covered bv Federal funds, it became possible for a State to put 
more of its allotment into a single, big, significant project. But have 
the States  applied a large part  of the ir allotments to help major cities 
reduce the waste load they discharge ? Have many States  encouraged 
construction of regional treatment facilities by allocating 50 percent 
of the cost of such regional projects from the Sta te’s Federal allot
ment? This decision is one for the States to make, but for the most 
par t States have preferred not to turn over so much of their allot
ments to single projects.

In the interest of  efficiency and  to show what can be accomplished, 
we think  legislation authorizing  a new aid  program should be formed 
to encourage steady movement toward basinwide improvement in wa
ter  qual ity. To reach water quality  standards for a basin, Federal aid 
must be given to metropolitan areas if they are to atta in advanced 
waste treatment with reduction of phosphate and nitr ate loads. A 
change in allocation of amounts of Federal aid should accompany 
change in assignment of priorit ies.

2. We in the League of Women Voters are attuned to working out 
differences through persuasion rath er than through adversary  pro
ceedings. But we have come to regard  the formal water pollution 
control enforcement conference as events valuable chiefly for their 
newsmaking, which contributes to public education. The enforcement 
measures contained in section 10 of the Federal Water Pollution Con
trol Act seem unnecessarily long, drawn out and complicated. We sug
gest c ritical reexamination to see whether a streamlined schedule and 
method of  enforcement could be developed. The a ttitu de of the public 
and of  industry has changed from what it was when these cumbersome 
enforcement regulations were framed. Many industries have invested 
heavily in process changes and equipment to reduce pollution. Like 
the citizens concerned about environmental qua lity, companies making 
improvements want the laggards  pushed along.

T would like to comment briefly about proposals to use a tax credit 
program to help industry meet the cost of pollution abatement.

3. The League of Women Voters does not favor a tax credit program
to help indus try meet the costs of pollution abatement. In 1967 our 
members, af ter study, reached the conclusion that limi ted aid to indus- *
try is necessary to expedite cleanup of the Nation’s waters. Our mem
bers are willing to support Federa l long-term, low-interest loans for 
abatement of industrial  pollution. Assistance of this sort will help
small, old. marginally profitable companies whose pla nts are the eco- •
nomic mainstay of communities that  would suffer if the plant closed
down.

The league does not favor investment tax credits because these do 
not help the companies whose need is creates!. A company with scanty 
profits owes scarcely any t ax:  so there is littl e or nothing to  be offset 
by fast writeoff or investment credit. It is the large, profitable com
panies who benefit from investment credits : and these companies can 
and should, our members think , pay the cost of managing the waste 
products  from thei r indust rial processes. A tax arrancement that helps 
companies with larce taxable incomes more than it does struggling  
companies, young or old. is not equitable; moreover, i t increases in
equalities of competition.
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League members think costs of pollution abatement are a respon
sibility  of the polluter and one of the costs of doing business. I f  
expenses for abat ing pollution  are considered to be like other business 
expenses, accelerated depreciation is more acceptable than invest
ment tax credits. B ut the league doubts tha t tax relief is the efficient, 
effective way to bring about abatement of indus trial pollution.

Tax relief will encourage continued dependence on treatm ent p lants  
for industrial waste water, for costs of such plants can clearly be 
shown to qualify for tax benefits. But we are convinced that  emphasis 
should be on changes in pla nt processes in order to use less water and. 
to manage more efficiently the waste-producing steps. E limina tion of 
waste-production should be the  goal.

4. Our members think utilit y-type financing should be applied to 
sewer and sewage tr eatm ent services, with service charges related to 
cost of supplying the service, repayment of capital costs, and operation 
and maintenace costs over the life of the project.

User charges will grow more impor tant as industries attach to 
public sewer lines in increasing numbers and more indust rial and 
domestic sewage is trea ted together in municipal plants. We think  
adequate rates based on quality  and quantity of sewage should be 
charged for waste water service, as charges are made for other util ity 
services. Government programs should foster user charges. W hy not 
make the levying of adequate user charges a requisite fo r consideration 
for Federa l financial aid?

5. From time to time suggestions are made tha t the Federa l Gov
ernment should assume a much large r share of the cost of water 
pollution abatement—90 percent as was done in the Federa l intersta te 
highway program, for example. We think that money to eliminate 
pollution from Federal installat ions and activities should be included 
in the budget of each Federal agency and should be spent for that 
purpose.

However, when the league was developing its support for better 
coordination at the Federal level, league members deplored the 
differences in proportion  of contributions and in required repayment 
under programs handled by different Federal agencies. “Shopping 
around” for the maximum amount of aid seemed undersi rable to league 
members because (a) it encourages delay in solving the problem for 
which Federal  aid is sought, and (b) it encourages choosing the solu
tion for which most financial aid can be obtained. League members 
became convinced that variat ions in the amount of aid which can be 
offered under different programs distor ts decisionmaking, reduces 
maximum benefits from the Federal investment, and is one factor  
in heightened interagency competition.

In recent years we have seen some tendency to limit Federal aid to 
50 percent in a number of water  programs, except where supplementa
tion is provided for areas of  great  economic distress. F or example, the 
Housing and Urban Development Act authorized  gran ts to local 
public bodies to finance up to 50 percent of the cost of basic public 
water and sewer facilities. The Rural Water and Sant iation  Facilities 
Act also offered a maximum of 50 percent Federal aid. We see meri t 
in matching Federal and State  and local contributions. When public 
agencies and officials must fit together funding from three levels of 
government in order to move ahead on a program, each agency must
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show consideration for the interests  and missions of those on the  other 
levels. Citizens concerned about environmental values have reason to 
question whether any Federal program funded like the Federal inte r
state highway program would continue responsive to local situations.

6. I will touch on only one other issue. The next 10 years will be 
critical for estuaries and the coastal zone, The Congress will soon have 
three reports before it, one from the Commission on Marine Science, 
Engineering, and Resources, one from the Federal Wate r Pollution  
Control Administ ration, and one from the Fi sh and W ildlife Service. 
When Congress weighs the recommendations in these reports and 
considers creation of an agency and a program for the coastal areas, 
you will want to make sure that  the policy objectives you establish will 
adjust the uses of estuarine and shore areas in ways that will control 
environmental alteration. Perh aps the Federal program formulated 
for the coastal zone and its estuaries can be the first Federal program 
in which America's great technological ability is applied to bring 
about environmental enhancement rath er than  to its degradation.

We hope serious thought will be given to establishment of a Bureau 
of Estuarine Management to watch over the special pollution  and fish 
and wildlife problems of these valuable and vulnerable areas. We 
think grea t attention should be given to whether State  coastal zone 
author ities—suggested by one of these reports—which might come to 
resemble port, authorities  in thei r freedom from control by voters and 
elected officials, are the best administrative arrangement tha t can be 
devised, especially at the opening of the environmental decade.

Tn conclusion, I  would simply like to say tha t if elected representa
tives cannot bring about some improvement by normal legislative 
processes and governmental programs, or if improvement is bogged 
down in jurisdict ional disputes between communities, agencies, and 
levels of  government, concerned citizens will try  to gain thei r goal 
in other ways—through  the courts, throu gh boycotts, through dem
onstrations , and through election of more sympathetic officials.

Thank you.
Mr. R euss. Thank you, Mrs. Clusen.
Dr. George.

STA TEM ENT  OF DR. JOHN L. GEORGE, PR ESIDEN T, RACHEL CAR-
SON TRU ST FOR TH E LIVI NG  ENVIR ONME NT, ASSOCIATE PRO
FESSOR OF W IL DLI FE  MAN AGE MEN T, SCHOOL OF FOREST
RESOURCES, PENN SYLVAN IA STA TE UN IVER SIT Y

Dr. George. Mr. Chairman, my name is John  George.
I am president of the Rachel Carson Trust.  I have been concerned 

with environmental matters for some 31 years. My credentials are 
spelled out in the full statement which I gave the committee.

One of the items that I didn’t mention in that statement is tha t I am 
a birdwatcher . Lest the engineers feel I am hiding this, I mention it 
now.

I am very pleased to have this opportuni ty to discuss this matt er 
of restoring  and mainta ining environmental quality  with you, to dis
cuss the action proposals for your environmental decade.

I think that all of us who have been involved in this mat ter wel
come this  opportunity  because we agree with the committee's evalua-
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tion tha t it constitutes one of the most important problems facing us 
today.

I am going to discuss certa in of the questions you asked and pro
vide you with a more detailed writ ten statement  and then stand ready 
to answer questions.

You asked:
What must government do to strengthen or redirec t its existing programs 

for environmental protection and improvement?

< Well, sir, I think  we need an ecologically oriented policy or deci
sionmaking body, either a board or council tha t plans and coordi
nates all programs and sets prioritie s. Perhaps the Council on En 
vironmenta l Quality  is a step in this direction. But it must be a very

- strong Council.
The concern for environmental quality was crystallized by Miss 

Carson who voiced the concerns o f ecologists with sufficient impact to 
attr act  the attention of the President’s Science Advisory Committee. 
A decade ago ecologists were dismissed as well meaning but ill in
formed in economic realities.

Perhaps the statement Dr. Smith  told us about this morning  would 
indicate we are still being dismissed in that way. The PSAC report on 
“The Use of Pesticides” suppor ted the thesis tha t single-purpose 
economic development could resul t in economic gain but with a loss 
of esthetic values.

This was really Miss Carson’s message. Pesticides were a vehicle, 
a special issue. I  think, aft er reviewing the impact of Miss Carson’s 
book, never again, Mrs. Clusen, will we underestimate the power of a 
woman—not even an engineer will underestimate the power of a 
woman.

I am happy to say, Mr. Chairman, t hat  when I was a t Vassar some 
years ago, one of the professors, Mabel Newcomber, was a director  
in the League of Women Voters. She came in and asked about con
servation issues. We discussed them, and in a small way I was in
volved in the beginning of the league’s involvement in water 
conservation.

Today, ecologists can sit down with policymakers and plan a new 
wave of conservation progress ; but the voices of economic forces have 
not been stilled. Many decisions are local and concerned with a par
ticular industrial or agricultural operation which provides an over
ridin g economic framework within which ecological thought is easily 
overwhelmed.

I, therefore, leave with you the thought tha t we need this directing  
council.

The question 2 you asked was :
What programs should be expanded, curtailed, or eliminated? How? Why?

Major needs are to have a universi ty base for Federa l agencies and 
congressional groups concerned with environmental quali ty; increased 
funding of Federal agencies concerned with the environment and 
man’s well-being; and a national board or council of ecological 
advisers.

Federa l and universi ty forces have united in agricu lture with the 
system of  agricultura l experiment stations and the Federa l and Co
operative Extension Services tha t were set up at the land-gran t 
A. & M. colleges over a half  century ago.
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A new network of environmental research stations could not only 
organize a system for storing ecological knowledge, develop a basic 
fund of knowledge of our ecosystem, and encourage the growth and 
standards for the ecological profession, but also could predict probable 
ecological consequences of current or planned activ ities; help plan res
toration of the environment; monitor  current  levels of specific pol
lutants ; and facilitate  public understanding of the rela tion of human 
society and its environment.

Federal agencies concerned with the environment, especially the 
Depar tment  of the Inter ior, need great ly increased funding and liai
son with  the universities. The new s tations could establish  this.

We need a policymaking Council of Ecologists who repor t either 
to the President or to the Congress, or both. Possibly this Council 
could be incorporated in the framework of the Council on Envi ron
mental Quality.

Programs to be curtailed cannot easily be listed publicly. Private 
agency heads and individuals  could make numerous suggestions.

3. How can programs at  all levels of Government be bet ter coordinated to 
achieve maximum economy, efficiency, and effectiveness?

The policymaking Council of Ecologists referred to in question 1 
would facilita te increased economy, efficiency, and effectiveness, as it 
would coordinate programs and funds.

I personally have found Federal workers—! was one at one time— 
very responsible and diligent,  but they all work within prescribed 
limits. I)r. Smith emphasized this this morning. The ac tivities of one 
group may interfere—and on occasion in the past we all know of 
instances where they have interfered—with the objectives of another 
group ; and this will continue unless we have a strong directing 
Council.

Environmenta l conservation could become a matter of public policy 
by act of Congress. The Council could then develop appropria te guide
lines or standards, criteria , and evaluation in keeping with congres
sional policy.

“Purse-s tring” power would be an effective way to insure realistic 
economy, efficiency, and compliance with policy in program planning, 
project design, conduct of work, and maintenance of the program. 
Periodic review by ecologists and citizen conservationists could help 
maintain  effectiveness of programs.

4. What would be the cost of new p rogram s to protect and enhance the qual ity 
of the  environm ent? Who should adm iniste r such programs?

The policymaking ecological Council—I keep going back to that 
Council; I think it is central to the whole issue—with the help of the 
environmental research stations, could determine broad objectives, set 
priorities, estimate probable costs, and provide overall guidance, coor
dination, and in this sense—adminis tration; but the various local. 
State, and Federal agencies and  private companies could conduct the 
action programs. Mrs. Clusen has spelled out in detail some of these 
programs this morning. As to the cost, I  don't think  anyone knows 
the cost at thi s tim e; certainly I  don't.

You asked:
How can we encourage more public  par tici pat ion  in the considerat ion of pro

posals t ha t a ffect the environment?
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Every community lias environmental problems. In  drawing up the 
master plan discussed in question 4, the Council should seek the op in
ion of local groups. This  would get local involvement, trust,  and sup
port, and the benefit of the  detailed, specific knowledge and experience 
of the local people.

Certainly, Mr. Chairm an, the many individuals, companies, feder
ations, and agencies that are speaking on this subject today are evi
dence of the fact tha t we already have many involved in this question.

There are calls for a guarantee of an undergraduated  environment 
as an inalienable right. This movement is not a passing fad.

6. How can we make public agencies and officials more responsible to environ
mental concerns in the adminis tration of environmental problems?

Again the answer to this  question revolves around how effective 
we are  in solving question 1 and the activities of the ecological Coun
cil. A strong Council wi th broad powers of review and a conservation 
policy mandated by the Congress will solve the problem.

7. Can the public effectively protect our air  and water  through class action 
litigation?

I don’t know enough about this so I  won’t say anything about it.
8. How should the Federal gran t programs be strengthened to help protect 

and improve environmental values?
You might fund the roughly 130 congressional advisers, establish 

a number of environmental quality professorships, and create the new 
network of environmental research sta tions a lready discussed.

If  each adviser to the congressional ad hoc committee on the en
vironment were given $1,000 to prepare  a report along lines th at the 
Environmenta l Clearinghouse or some other directive group such as 
this committee suggests, and then attend a summer conference to d is
cuss, plan, and coordinate the plans, programs, and budgets sub
mitted, you would, for $100,000 or so—perhaps a l ittle  more than that , 
counting administrative costs—swiftly  tap  the centuries of training , 
experience, and thought of the ad hoc advisers.

Second, set up some 100 or more environmental quality professo r
ships a t major intellectual centers, both public and private , across the 
United States. Let each be funded with perhaps  $50,000 for salaries 
and expenses and with additional funds available to meet special 
needs. And again for a modest expenditure you would have a terrific 
impact on the univers ity community and I think the country.

A third  course of action would be the development of the network 
of some 50 environmental research stations at large public universities 
on a matching-fund basis. I  would suggest in the interest of economy 
tha t these stations begin with a modest appropria tion of some $25 
million for the first yea r; but with the plan to double these moneys 
every year for 5 years unti l some $800 million would he involved in 
these major intellectual and educational undertakings.

These centers should have broad basic and applied responsibilities 
in research, tr ainin g, and extension, but be flexible enough to permi t 
centers of excellence that fit the area.

In conclusion, the average citizen not only wants no fur ther de
teriora tion of the environment but also wants an active program of 
restoration. This requires enlightened planning.

44 -3 15— 70 9
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Ecological consequences must be anticipated. Satisfactory,  or even 
enhanced, conditions for an organism may occur 99 percent of the 
time but  be lethal 1 percent of the time. I t doesn’t ma tter much to that 
organism if it is dead.

We all want low-cost food and power bu t let us not lose sight of our 
real objective—our well-being. This  is really what we want. Conserva
tionists want a quality world, no ghettos, no malnourished children, no 
oiled beaches. The American people are beginning to understand the 
interdependence of man and his environment. We can now come to 
grips with the basic interactions  of population, resources, and culture 
and the. well-being of man.

(Dr. George's prepared  sta tement follows:)
P repared Sta tem ent  of D r. J ohn  L. George. P resid ent, th e R ac he l Carson

T ru st  for th e L ivi ng  E nv iron me nt  ; Associate P rofessor of W ildl ife Man 
ag em en t, th e  P en ns yl va nia State Univ ersi ty ; and Cha ir m an  of th e IUCN  
Com mi ttee  on E cological E ffec ts  of Che mical  Controls

Mr.  C ha irm an , I am  Jo hn  L. Ge orge , pr of es so r of  w ild li fe  m an ag em en t a t the 
Pen ns yl va ni a S ta te  Uni ve rs ity , p re si den t of  th e Rac he l Car so n T ru st  fo r th e 
Liv ing Env iron m en t, ch ai rm an  of  th e In te rn ati onal Un ion  fo r th e Con se rva
tio n of  N at ure  an d N atu ra l Res ou rc es  Co mmitt ee  on the Ec olog ical Ef fec ts of 
Ch em ical  Co nt ro ls , an d an  adv is er to  th e co ng ress iona l ad  hoc Com mittee  on 
th e Env iron m en t. I rece ived  my fi rs t de gr ee  in Fore st ry  an d Con se rv at io n from  
file  U ni ve rs ity  of  Michiga n in 19 39 : an d so fo r ov er  th re e de ca de s I ha ve  been 
co nc erne d w ith  en vi ro nm en ta l quali ty  an d wild  en vi ro nm en ts  in th is  an d ot her  
p a rt s  of  th e  wo rld . I ha ve  been inv olve d in re se ar ch  in  w ildl ife ec ol og y; ta ught 
co ns er va tion  of  n a tu ra l re so ur ce s in  p ri vate  an d pu bl ic  col leg es an d un iv ers it ie s;  
wor ke d fo r pu bl ic  co ns er va tion  ag en cies , in cl ud in g th e N at io nal  P ark  Se rvice  
an d th e  F is h  an d W ild lif e Ser vic e;  an d fo r a bri ef  pe rio d w as  p a rt  of  a pri vat e 
co ns er va tion  or ga ni za tio n.

I am  ve ry  p leas ed  th a t you ha ve  g iven  me  th is  opp ort un ity  to  di sc us s my vie ws  
on th e ve ry  dif ficult  prob lem of re st o ri ng  an d m ai nta in in g en vi ro nm en ta l qua li ty  
duri ng th e  pr es en t en vi ro nm en ta l de ca de . Sinc e tim e is  sh or t. I w ill  di sc us s ce r
ta in  of  th e ei gh t qu es tio ns  you as ke d me. pr ov ide you w ith  so m ew ha t mo re de 
ta il ed  su pp or itn g m at er ia l,  an d st and  re ad y to  an sw er  an y que st io ns  or  re qu es ts  
fo r fu r th e r de ta il.

“1. W hat  m us t Gov ernm en t do  te  st re ngt hen  or  re dir ec t it s exis ti ng  pr og ra m s 
fo r en vi ro nm en ta l pr ot ec tion  an d inup ro ve men t?”

We ve ry  mu ch  need  an  ec olog icall y ori en te d po lic y or  de ci sion m ak ing body, 
e it her a  bo ar d or  a council , th a t pla ns an d co or di na te s pr og ra m s.  Per hap s th e 
ne wly cre at ed  Council on E nvir onm en ta l Q ua lit y is a st ep  in  th is  di rect ion.

Mu ch  of  th e  ar ou se d pu bl ic  co nc ern fo r en vi ro nm en ta l qual it y  to da y w as  cr ys 
ta ll iz ed  an d qu ick en ed  by Mi ss Car so n wh o w as  ab le  to vo ice  th e co nc erns  of 
ec olog is ts  w ith  suf fic ien t im pa ct  to  den t th e  in se ns it iv e b arr ie r of  nar ro w  in te r
es ts  and ec on om ica lly  orien te d dec is io nm ak er s who, unti l a t le ast  re ce nt ly , do mi
nat ed  m os t of  ou r go ve rn m en ta l, pri vat e,  an d univ er si ty  th ought an d news  
med ia . I wel l re ca ll  how m ag az in es  re po rt ed  Miss  Car so n’s wor k wh en  it  fi rs t 
ap pea re d som e 8 yea rs  ago. I am  hap py  to  sa y th es e sa m e m ag az in es  te ll a 
ve ry  d if fe re nt st or y to da y la rg el y  be ca us e of  th e ac tio n of  th e  P re si den t’s Sc i
ence Adv isor y Co mm ittee . A de ca de  ago it  w as  fa sh io na bl e to  di sm is s ecolog ist s 
as  w el l-m ea ni ng  bu t ill -inf or m ed  as  to th e econo mic re ali ti es of  lif e.  Ter m s such  
as  “u n re a li st ic ” an d “e m ot io na l” an d “a rb it ra ry ” w er e fr ee ly  us ed  w ith th e 
cra ss  ass ura nce th a t th in ks wou ld  co nt in ue  to  be decid ed  econ om icall y. When 
th e PS AC  re port  on “T he  Us e of  Pes ti ci des ” ap pe ar ed  th e  bo dy  of  sc ie nt is ts  
sp ea ki ng  c ou ld  no t be di sm is se d as cr ac kp ot s.  Th e w or ld  b eg an  to  li st en  an d hear 
th e th oughts  th a t sing le -p ur po se  econom ic de ve lopm en t could  re su lt  in a mi xed 
bl es sing  of  econom ic ga in  a t th e  pri ce  of  de gra da tion of th e  en vi ro nm en t an d 
th e e st het ic  a sp ec ts  o f m an ’s wor ld .

The  peop le an d th e Con gres s and cer ta in ly  m an y th in kin g in div id ual s in Gov
er nm en t or  un iv er si ti es  w er e a lr eady  mu ch  more co nc erne d w ith  en vi ro nm en ts  
th an  th e  pollu te rs  an d th e act io ns of  th e  da y in di ca te d.  To da y,  a few yea rs  
la te r,  ec olog is ts  a re  ab le  to  si t do wn w ith  po lic ym ak er s an d de ci sion m ak er s.
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with elected executives and legislators, and plan a new wave of ecological prog
ress. We have done th is a few other times in our past at the turn  of the cen
tury  again in the thirt ies—and each t ime we made grea t progress. I  think this 
is very much to our credit. I hope th is period, however, will be our finest hour.

But the voices of economic forces have not been stilled; nor have attitudes 
been reversed. Their  lobbies are known, well-organized, and strong, and without 
your strong and continued support, ecological thought and philosophies will not 
guide policy decisions and become a par t of our value systems. Many of the vital 
decisions are local and concern with a part icula r industria l or agricultural  oper
ation which provides an overriding economic framework within which the local 

w people live and work, and within which ecological thought  is easily over
whelmed. Also the number of ecologists is very, very limited, especially those
w ho have ever had any management responsibilities.

There is, of course, nothing wrong with efficient low-cost operation or with a 
local group washing to prosper. You will not find ecologists to be obstructionists.

- 1 firmly believe in a managed world; but I think tha t management today during
this stage in the evolution of our society must be enlightened management. Today 
this means consideration of environmental consequences. I doubt that  ecologists 
will be unila teral, unreasonable or a rbit rary  in their  decisions. This is not their 
nature. They certainly will be concerned with local problems. Their job in plan
ning is incredibly complex and they are in danger of being swamped by a bewil
dering array  of mandates and acts. Finally, they must work within an interacting 
complex of populations, resources, and culture which perhaps only conserva
tionists unders tand fully.

“2. What programs should be expanded, curtailed, or eliminated? How? Why?” 
A major need is to have a university base for Federal  agencies and congres

sional groups concerned with environmental quality. This could be met with a 
new network of environmental  research stations. Also certain Federal agencies 
concerned with the environment should receive increased funding. Finally, I think
we need a national council of ecological advisers.

A most successful wedding of Federal and university  forces has been ac
complished in the field of agriculture. I think all of America and indeed the 
entire  western civilization owes a tremendous debt to the system of agricul tural 
experiment stations and the Federal and Cooperative Extension Services that 
were set up at  the land grant and A. & M. colleges over a half century ago. The 
success of this combination is evident to anyone flying across this land: it's 
evident to our enemies. It is the base of our awesome technology. Ami its very 
success is the essence of our discussions today. We have created a new young, 
urban, nonfarm society w ith a growing demand for a quality environment and 
recreational opportunities ; and with l ittle understanding of or concern with agri
culture. This group does not identify with research or extension efforts geared 
primar ily to food and fiber production. This group does interest itself in research 
or extension efforts dealing with various aspects of environmental quality  in
cluding wildlife. The question has been phrased as to whether in an age of af
fluence we necessarily will have to live in a world of effluents, or toxic by 
products of our technology. I think the answer to this question is “No.” Increas-

< ingly in the future, research and extension will be focused on this question.
Therefore, I feel that  a tliree-part program would help attain  our objectives for 
environmental quali ty:

(1) A network of environmental research stations. These could be set up at 
major universities much as the agriculture experiment stations were. The suc-

• cess of the agricul ture experiment stations during the past century in solving
problems of our agricultu ral practice has been a major facto r in making us the 
greatest and most prosperous Nation in the world, and the surplus energy our 
agricul ture has given us enables us to assume world leadership. Similar research 
by our allies, with our aid, is the basis for the power of all western cultures and 
societies. The system has been successful, but i t is highly specialized toward food 
and fiber production. These are vitally needed skills, especially in solving world 
problems of food production. However, in the interests of environmental quality 
it is important to remember tha t many of our p resent problems stem from overly 
pragmatic, short-range objectives of low-cost production. Many able scientists 
have met their  responsibilities within this specific mandate and therefore  did 
not consider environmental side effects of their  efforts. Pesticides are a good ex
ample of the type of problem which results from this conflict of objectives and 
value systems.
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A network of environmental research  station s could not only organize a sys
tem for storing all pertinent ecological knowledge (and conversely, point out 
where more needs to be known) , develop a basic fund of knowledge of our 
ecosystem, and encourage the growth and high standa rds for the traini ng of 
students in the ecological profession, but also could predict probable ecological 
consequences of curren t or planned activities, help plan management activities 
for restorin g the quality of the environment, monitor curren t levels of specific 
pollutants, and facilitate public understand ing of the relation of human society 
and its environment. Research, training, and extension activities  would thus be 
the main functions of these environmental research stations.

(2 ) Increased funding and auth ority  for Federal agencies concerned with the 
environment from this ecological viewpoint. The Department of the Interior, 
especially, needs a greatly increased funding and liaison with the universities. 
The Department of Agriculture, through  the land-grant-schools, the cooperative 
agric ultural extension services, and the agric ultural experiment stations  has a 
valuable base (both of influence and incoming information) which the Depart
ment of the Inter ior lacks. The environmental research stations  should estab
lish the same close relation between Inte rior  and the campus which agricultu re 
now enjoys.

(3 ) A Nati onal Council of Ecological Advisers who report either to the Presi
dent or to the Congress, or both. I have recommended this for some time as I 
have indicated in the answer to question 1. Possibly this Council should be in
corporated in the framework of the Council on Environmental Quality.

As to which programs can be curtaile d or eliminated, no one can cheerfully 
proclaim these publicly; but it would be a very simple m atter to sit down pri
vately with agency heads and individuals who could make numerous suggestions. 
It  is possible tha t some of these suggestions might be difficult for Congress to 
accept.

“3. How can programs at all levels of government be bette r coordinated to 
achieve maximum economy, efficiency, and effectiveness?”

I think the policymaking board or council of ecologists referred  to in question 
1 would faci litate  increased economy, efficiency, and effectiveness, as it would be 
the means of coordinating programs a nd funds at various level s; but policy could 
be set by an act of Congress.

Federal workers are among the most diligent, responsible, and industriou s in 
the Nation but all work within very specific prescribed responsibilities, and the 
activities of one group can interfere with the objectives of another. When the 
Fish and Wildlife Service was charged with accelerating the acquisition of wet
lands to help save marsh areas, it was competing with farm programs to drain 
marshlands. The objectives of both groups were valid but the programs were 
exactly opposite in their impact on any given area. The importance of these 
activities varies with the matur ity of t he society. Earl ier in the evolution of our 
society the emphasis was predominantly  on the production of cheap food and 
perhaps the draining of marshes was logical. Today the marshes have a primary 
value a s wetlands for wildlife or for other aesthetic  uses or as a water storage 
or filtration zone, and should not be drained.

Environmental and ecological conservation could and probably should become 
a mat ter of public policy by act of Congress. The council could develop appropri
ate guidelines on standards, criteria, and evaluation. Because Federal,  State and 
local funding is involved in so many programs “purse-string” power would be 
an effective way to insure realistic economy, efficiency and compliance with policy 
in program planning, project design, conduct of work, and maintenance of the 
program. Periodic review by ecologists and citizen conservationists could help 
maintain  effectiveness of programs.

“4. What  would be the cost of new programs to protect and enhance the quality 
of the environment? Who should admin ister such programs?”

The full cost of a program to protec t and enhance the quality  of the environ
ment is unknown as yet but the council or board could determine a program and 
adminis ter it.

Some studies suggest we are spending a lesser amount of our gross national 
product on environmental quality today than 10 years ago. As an emergency meas
ure the policymaking board or council referre d to in question 1 should establish 
a set of priori ties and approximate costs. They would define the broad parameters 
of the program and then fashion a tri al master  plan, This should be a spacial 
plan winch, watershed by watershed, considers ultimate objectives across the 
United States. The so-called multiple-use concept is necessarily complex and
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inte rdisc iplinary; and it requires a very difficult zoning, but the uses of all areas 
must be pa rt of the master plan for attaining  given objectives. Indus trial zones 
are  as essential as wilderness  zones and should be part of the same plan. With
out one we can not have the others.

The policymaking ecological board or council, with the help of the Environ
mental Research Station as consultants, would provide overall guidance coordi
nation, and in this sense administration , hut the various local, State, and Federal 
agencies and private  companies would conduct the action programs. Curiously, 
the agencies, companies, and other groups which initial ly contributed much of 
the pollution must play a major part  in any successful program to correct it. 
I hope they will do this with the fervor of a repentent sinner, rather  than with 
the hostility of a reluc tant recruit following orders. Hopefully, the ingenuity of 
American engineers will he as devoted to environmental quality  as to cost-benefit 
analysis.

“5. How can we encourage more public partic ipation  in the consideration of 
,  proposals tha t affect the environment?”

Increased participation will be facilita ted by involving local people in local 
decisions, but many groups are  already involved.

Every community has environmental problems and in the drawing up of the 
master  plan discussed in question 4 and planning board or council should seek 
the opinion of local groups. This would: (1) get local involvement and support: 
and (2) get the benefit of the detailed and specific knowledge and experience of 
the local people. The decisions in the master plan need to be made on a broad 
front  and the local plans must fit the overall master  objectives but there cer
tainly should be flexibility in both directions while fashioning a major course 
of action. In many instances  action will be balked if local townships do not 
concur w’ith the actions, a s they have jur isdiction.

Certainly however individuals,  companies, federations, and agencies are already 
involved today. There a re calls for a new constitutiona l amendment to guarantee 
an inalienable right for an undegraded environment. Labor unions have suggested 
tha t one of thei r barga ining demands this year will be a better environment. They 
are not new allies. A hundred years ago the railroad brotherhood supplied the 
needed punch to help the conservationists set aside the Adirondacks and Catskills 
in New York.

This movement is not a passing fad. We should easily succeed in keeping it 
going and the younger generation, who certainly have grounds for cynicism, may 
find some reason for fai th in us again.

“6. How can we make public agencies and officials more responsive to environ
mental concerns in the admin istrat ion of environmental programs?”

Again the answer to thi s question revolves around how effective we are in solv
ing question 1 and the activities of the board or council. In my opinion the creation 
of an ecologically oriented decisionmaking board or council with broad powers of 
review will solve the problem.

Objectives and goals will then be planned in an ecological framework or ref
erence or in the absence of that , at least reviewed by an ecological board or 
council. Since I firmly believe tha t people want  the quality environment ecolo-

* gists will ins ist upon, the ecologists will in no way be obstructionists. Rather they 
will be a p art of the planning team and will make the final product a par t of the 
overall world tha t people want. Most local, State, and Federal action agencies 
could coordinate thei r programs under such an arrangement. At least it would 
be worth a serious try.

• “7. Can the public effectively protect our air  and water through class action 
litigation ?”

T don’t know. I doubt it.
“8. How should the Federa l grant programs be strengthened to help protect 

and improve environment values?”
I think tha t as a sta rt you might fund the congressional advisors, establish a 

number of environment qual ity professorships, and create a network of en
vironmental research stations.

Tf you gave each advisor to the ad hoe committee on the environment from 
$1,000 to $10,000 to prepare a  report along lines that  the  Environmental Clearing
house or some other directive group such as this committee suggests, and then 
arranged for a summer conference for discussion, planning, and coordination of 
the plans, programs, and budgets you would, with a relatively  small amount 
($100,000 to $1 million) swiftly  tap the centuries of training, experience, and 
thought of the roughly 100 congressional advisors. Also, I suggest getting the
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th in ki ng  of  th e  F edera l ac tio n ag en cies  and th e p ri va te  co ns er va tion  gr ou ps  in 
th is  pl an nin g ses sio n.

Secon d, I su gg es t fo r yo ur  co ns id er at io n,  se tt in g  up  som e 100 o r mor e en vi ro n
m en ta l quali ty  pr of es so rs hi ps  a t m ajo r in te ll ec tu al  ce nt er s,  bo th  pu bl ic  an d 
pr iv at e,  ac ro ss  th e  Uni ted St at es . L et  ea ch  be fu nd ed  w ith perh ap s $50,000 fo r 
sa la ri es and ex pe ns es  an d w ith  addit io nal fu nds av ai la ble  to  m ee t sp ec ia l ne ed s 
fo r pr oj ec ts  which  th es e pr of es so rs  m ig ht deve lop . Aga in  th is  wou ld  be sw if t 
an d re la ti vely  inex pe ns ive,  per hap s $5 mill io n per yea r,  an d as  th e succ es s of 
th is  prog ram"b ec om es  ev id en t (a s I p re d ic t)  th e  pr ogr am  co uld be  exp amded .

A th ir d  co ur se  of  ac tio n wo uld be th e  de ve lopm en t of  th e net w ork  of  some  50 
en vi ro nm en ta l re se ar ch  st a ti ons w hi ch  I  wou ld  like  to  see in it ia te d  a t la rg e 
pu bl ic  in s ti tu ti ons ac ro ss  th e la nd on a m at ch in g fu nd ba si s an d which  I ha ve  
de sc rib ed  in  qu es tion  2. I wo uld  su gg es t th a t th es e begin  w ith  mod es t ap pro pri a
tion s of perh aps $500,000 fo r ea ch  st a ti on , or a to ta l of  from  $25 to  $30 mi llio n 
fo r th e fi rs t ye ar ; but  w ith  th e p la n  to  do ub le  th es e mon ies ev er y yea r 
fo r 5 ye ar s un ti l som e $800 mill ion wrou ld  be inv olve d in  th es e m ajo r ed uc a
ti ona l un der ta kin gs.  In  th is  way  I th in k  th e  mo ney co uld be sp en t fr u it fu ll y  as 
th ere  wo uld be  tim e fo r th e  nec es sa ry  re al ig nm en t an d tr a in in g  of  st af f an d 
re sp on sibi li ties  w ithin  th e univ er si ti es . The se  ce nt er s sh ou ld  hav e br oad  ba sic 
an d ap pl ie d re sp on sibi li ties  in  re se ar ch , tr a in in g , an d ex te ns io n m uc h lik e th e 
ag ri cu lt u ra l ex per im en t st at io ns . The  pre ci se  p ro gra m s sh ou ld  be fle xib le enou gh  
to  pe rm it ce nte rs  of  exce lle nce th a t fit  an  a re a ’s p a rt ic u la r in te re st  an d sk ill s. 
Alth ou gh  th es e ce nte rs  ne ed  no t hav e an y  ag en cy  re sp on sibi li ty  I wou ld  hope 
th a t they  wou ld  wor k clo sel y w ith Fed era l,  S ta te , an d loc al off icia ls wh o do ha ve  
m an ag em en t re sp on sibi li ties .

In  co nc lus ion , th e  cl im at e has  ch an ge d an d th e av er ag e ci tiz en  now no t only 
w an ts  no fu r th e r dete ri ora tion  of th e  en vi ro nm en t bu t als o w ants  an  ac tiv e 
pr og ra m  of  re st o ra ti on  of  a qual ity  en vi ro nm en t w he re  it  has  been  los t.

Th e G al lu p or ga ni za tion  has  co nd uc ted a pol l fo r th e N at io nal  W ildl ife Fed 
er at io n  an d th e  re po rt , giv en  in F eb ru ary  of  1909, st a te s th a t ov er  h a lf  of  th e 
pe rson s in te rv ie w ed  are  “d ee ply co nc er ne d” ab ou t th e deg ra dat io n of  th e qual ity 
of  th e en viron m en t an d “a lm os t th re e  of  ev ery fo ur peop le in te rv ie w ed  sa id  
th ey  wo uld  be w ill in g to pa y * * * addit io nal ta xes to  im prov e our na tu ra l 
su rr oundin gs. ” W e may  ha ve  se nt a m an  to  th e  mo on in  th e si xt ie s,  but as  
Sen at or  Bo gg s re ce nt ly  su gg es ted , ou r nati onal go als in th e se ve nt ie s could  we ll 
be to dr op  a man  in  Lak e E ri e an d bri ng  him  ou t al ive.  I th in k su ch  a pr og ra m  
wou ld h av e w ho le he ar te d su pp or t.

Ec olog ica l co nsequences  m us t be an ti c ip ate d . I t is of  li tt le  co nseq ue nc e in 
th e  lif e of  a part ic u la r or ga ni sm  or  po pu la tion if  sa ti sf acto ry  or even en ha nc ed  
co nd iti on s oc cu r 99 pe rc en t of th e  tim e an d are  le th a l 1 pe rc en t of  th e tim e. 
Once a livi ng  th in g is dead , it 's  de ad , and  som e re so ur ce s are  ir re pl ac ea bl e.

Ma ny of  ou r prob lems could , in my  op in ion,  be re so lved  by a pl an ni ng  bo ard 
or  coun cil  of  po lic ym ak ing ec olog is ts  ai de d by  a new ne tw or k of  en vi ro nm en ta l 
re se ar ch  st at io ns , th e st re ngth en in g of  Fed er al  co ns er va tio n ag en cies , th e es 
ta bli sh m en t of  en vi ro nm en ta l quali ty  pr of es so rs hi ps , a co nf er en ce  of  co ng res
si on al  ad vi so rs , an d in cr ea se d part ic ip a ti on  in pla nn in g a t al l lev els .

I com e from  a S ta te  (P ennsy lv an ia ) which  has  bo rn e th e  pr ic e of  su pp or tin g 
th e Rep ub lic  fo r 200 ye ar s.  D uring  th is  tim e th er e has  bee n th e mos t ing en ious  
ex pl oi ta tion  of  re so ur ce s an d th e  sc ars  a re  deep. I t wi ll ta ke a mam mot h ef fo rt 
to  he al  th es e wo un ds . The re fo re , I ver y muc h ap pre ci at e be ing ab le  to  pr es en t 
th es e view s to  you in th e ho pes th ey  m ay  he lp  you as  you ac t to  he lp  us. In  
an y ev en t. I th ank  you  fo r you r le aders h ip  in th es e m at te rs .

Mr. R euss. T han k y ou , D r.  G eo rge. Mr. Ho we  ?

STATEMENT OF SYDNEY HOWE, PRES IDENT, THE CONSERVATION 
FOUNDATION

Mr. II owe. I am Sydney Howe, president of the Conservation 
Foundation. We appreciate very much your invi tation to speak at this 
hearing.

I must observe t hat  the invitation  is quite substantial in scope. I 
shall not be able to cover eve rything I  would like to.
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Really, your subject is the subject of our foundation, and we are 
quite overwhelmed wi th the possibility of a complete response.

I would like to registe r, in summary, a few ideas which I hope 
are timely and practica l. And I shall give you a ful l s tatement for the 
record.

Firs t, a word about priorities.  I think  tha t the pollution of air, 
water, and land, including all of the related aspects of waste manage
ment and dispersal of toxic materials, should have our highest atte n
tion. These are the things tha t could do us in in our time.

I am speaking of the coming 10 to 15 years. There certainly are 
many other elements of land planning and management, water re
source management, tha t need our continuing and earnest attention . 
But I do register this sense of priority about pollution.

We do have, as we look to additional opportunities  to improve the 
environment, some real opportunities  in the area of just plain making 
existing programs work. One of the most important needs of the 1970 s 
in our view is to actual ly deliver on the promises already made to the 
American people in the environmental field. AA e must provide maxi
mum effective funding and vigorous enforcement of environmental 
protection programs, laws, and regulations  already on the books.

Moving to another area, I think tha t citizen partic ipation in deci
sions affecting our environment is one of the most important things to 
cultivate. And I think the Federal Government can do some things 
about this. Our foundation has always believed tha t the best guarantee 
of environmentally enlightened decisionmaking is early, strong, and 
broadly representa tive civic partic ipation in the decisionmaking 
process.

The current  explosion of general awareness about the environment 
was really touched off by citizens who cared, and was initially sup
ported by legislators who cared, rath er than  by Government 
adminis trators.

Toward the end of expanding and enhancing citizen involvement 
in the decisionmaking process, I have a couple of specific sugges
tions. In the area of public hearings and information, I think it is 
fair  to observe tha t the public hearing procedures of such agencies as 
the Corps of Engineers , Bureau of Land Management, Atomic En 
ergy Commission, and others are often optional and discretionary. 
AVe feel that these should be a public right , rather than a m atter of 
agency discretion, and that the Adminis trative Procedure Act should 
so insure.

Another matter concerns State hearings. Our national a ir and water 
quality  management programs, which rely primarily on Sta te control 
measures, are now subject to what are often very inadequate State 
hearing procedures. In  several States public notice of hearings and 
advance public information about standards to be heard at hearings— 
standards for cleanup—have been grossly inadequate.

AVe have had correspondence with the National Air Pollution Con
trol Administration on this subject which I include for the record. 
AA'e do make some very specific suggestions therein. There is in the 
Congress pending legislation tha t would require the States to hold 
public hearings on the implementation of air quality standards in 
addition to those already required on the standards themselves, and 
perhaps this poses opportunities  for tightening up.
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Exemptions in the Public Informat ion Act dealing with propr ie
tary  information, intraagency memoranda and executive privilege 
provide agencies with subtle hurdles for the concerned but too often 
ill-informed citizen. And this needs to be eliminated.

In the field of judicial review and the righ t of standing, we believe 
tha t citizens, as citizens, not jus t as representatives of economic in
terests, have the right  of standing before a court to ask the court to 
see tha t an agency’s decisions are at  least consistent with the statutory 
authority  and mandate. Impediments to citizen rights to standing  
before the courts to seek judicia l review of administrative  decisions 
should be removed—either th roug h constitutional amendment, as has 
been proposed by some Members of Congress in the form of the so- 
called convervation bill of rights, or through legislative clarification 
of the Admin istrative Procedure  Act. We believe tha t the result 
would not be to open the flood gates of li tigat ion;  the expense and the 
difficulty of obtaining expertise alone militate against frivolous suits.

Certa inly the President’s recent declaration tha t “clear air, clean 
water, open spaces, should once again be the birthright of every 
American" is in the spirit of what  I am saying.

In another area, we feel that the Federal Government could do 
more to encourage local governments to perform well in securing 
environmental  quality at  the local level.

In  the past 10 years there has been a rather wonderful emergence, 
part icularly  in the Northeast States, of municipal conservation com
missions. Nearly 600 communities in the coastal States from Maine to 
New Je rsey now have such generally advisory (but sometimes with 
certain tee th) bodies to represent the local interests in the environment. 
They give citizens who care an official place in local government to do 
something, to represent the conscience of the community in an environ
mental overview.

Some of these play a watchdog role on water and ai r pol lution; some 
are concerned with util ity lines, highway route selection; some with 
protection of wetlands, but almost all a re at least advocates, catalysts, 
and activists within local government on behalf of a better 
environment.

It  is interesting to us t ha t the same basic concept is beginning to 
appea r in other parts of the country. Santa B arbara , Calif.,  shocked by 
the oil leakage of a year ago, has set up an environmental quality ad
visory board. Also, in Sonoma and Santa Cruz Counties in California 
and in Virgin ia’s Fairfax  County there is a movement afoot to estab
lish simila r local conservation or environment bodies at the county 
level.

Perh aps there is some channel in the existing “701” urban  p lanning 
assistance program in HUD th rough which Federal encouragement to 
the work and functions of local environmental conservation commis
sions could be established. Perhaps  there are other ways. I hope you 
might find the time to look into this.

Moving abroad for a moment, with reference to U.S. impact upon 
the world environment, we are expor ting to developing parts  of the 
world many kinds of technology which are causing severe environ
mental problems.

We have today an emphasis on the  export of  heavy industrial  equip
ment, chemicals, concrete, steel, and so fo rth, but we are really export-
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ing very littl e in the technology of ai r, water, and solid waste pollut ion 
control. I think tha t all of our foreign aid programs should include 
effective pollution control measures.

Pesticides, which have come under severe attack in this country, and 
which we are beginning gradually  to phase out in terms of the hard 
nondegradable materia ls, should be banned for expor t when they are 
found unsafe at home.

We are also exporting, often with AID loans, a rather  mushrooming 
system of  touris t business and atten dant facilities such as highways, 
tha t are beginning to have impact on some of the world’s outstanding 
environments, the outs tanding natu ral places of the world. These 
benefit both local development and a favored few who are able to travel 
to such places. This trave l is going to have impacts tha t we are not 
anticipating,  by assisting the protection of natural reservations in the 
areas where tourism will grow, encouraged by our foreign aid. I  th ink 
we have an obligation to assist countries so impacted toward systems 
of natu ral preservation.

I have not attempted to deal with many of the fundamental ques
tions raised by the very broad substance of these hearings. I would 
try  to summarize other matte rs by saying that we need much greater 
respect fo r natural  systems in the p lanning and development of many 
kinds of facilities—from highways, to airports, to powerplants re
gardless of manmade political jurisdictions.

As the President said recently in announcing an agreement with 
the Dade County Por t Authori ty to limit development of its a irport 
near Everglades National Park, ‘‘We have learned that  the develop
ment of major facilities . . . may have widespread environmental and 
social consequences that cannot wisely be left entire ly to local initiative 
and local decision.”

1 think  our  next step is to learn that  no single decision can protect  
any environment. Rather we must look to continuing intergovern
mental and regional planning and management arrangements along 
the lines of the recently established Federal-S tate river basin commis
sions, and, for example, the Federal-Sta te-local San Francisco Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission.

While we have great hopes for the new three-man Council on E n
vironmental Quality,  and we look forward to establishment of a joint 
House-Senate Committee on the Environment, we do feel there is no 
substitute  for continu ing and vigilant congressional surveillance of 
the kind initiated by this committee.

We thank you for the opportuni ty to speak to you.
(Mr. Howe's prepa red statement, and the attachm ents thereto, 

follow:)
P repa red Sta te m ent of  S ydney  H owe. P res id en t of  t h e  Con se rv at io n 

F ou nd at ion

As a nonprofit privately  suppor ted research  and education  organiza tion dedi
cate d to “encouraging  hum an conduct to sus tain and  enrich life on ea rth ,” 
the  Conservation F oundation app rec iate s the subcommittee’s invitat ion  to  presen t 
its views on some of the  environmen tal needs of the  seventies .

Ins tead of responding to the  subcomm ittee’s lis t of ques tions in any compre
hensive way, I would like to mention ju st  a few ideas which  seem timely and  
are. I hope, practica l.
Priorities.—Fi rs t of all. I would like to reg iste r a sense of priori ties for the 

immediate futu re. It  seems to me that  pollution of air , water, and land, in
cluding all  the  rela ted  aspects  of waste management and  dispersal of toxic ma-
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te ri a ls , sh ou ld  ha ve  our hig hes t a tt en ti on . Pol lu tion  is  th e en vir onm en ta l haz 
ar d  m os t ap t to  do us  in in  o ur  tim e.

O ur  ne ed s fo r po pu la tion  co nt ro l fo r de ve lopm en t of  a na ti onal gr ow th  pol icy , 
an d of  a na ti onal land -u se  po licy a re  cen tr al a nd  e ss en tia l.

An d I reco gn ize th a t po pu la tion  an d econo mic gr ow th  po lic ies  an d land -u se  
de cision s are  en tw in ed  w ith , an d dir ec tly  af fect,  en vi ro nm en ta l po llu tio n.  Nev er 
theles s, fo r th e  sh ort  ru n—in th e coming  10 to 15 yea rs —I feel th a t su rv iv al  i t 
se lf may  he a t st ak e in how we  cope  w ith  toxi c poll u ta n ts  whi ch  find  th eir  way  
in to  t he  h um an  body .

M ak in g exi st in g  prog ra ms  w or k. — In  ou r en th usi as m  fo r th e ne w idea , fo r th e 
new pro gr am , we  ca nn ot  af fo rd  to  ta ke  ou r eyes  off th e over ri din g need to mak e ~
ex is ting en vi ro nm en ta l co ns er va tion  pro gr am s work.  So, fo r op en er s. I suggest
th a t an  im port an t ne ed  of th e se ve nt ie s is to  de live r on th e pr om ises  al re ad y 
mad e to  th e Amer ican  peop le in th is  field. L et ’s pr ov id e max im um  eff ective 
fu nd in g and vigo ro us  en fo rc em en t of  en vi ro nm en ta l pro te ct io n pr og ra m s,  laws 
an d re gula ti ons th a t ar e al re ad y on th e books— be ginn in g w ith  a ir - an d w at er - w
qual it y  m an ag em en t, co nt ro l of p ers is te n t pe st ic id es , an d w ith open land  ac 
qu is it io n an d pr ot ec tion  a s  we ll.

Cit izen  pa rt ic ip at io n in  en vi ro nm en ta l de cis ions .— I am  p art ic u la rl y  plea sed 
to  see  th a t th e  qu es tion s as ke d by  th e  su bc om mitt ee  in clud e No. 5 : "H ow  can  
we  en co ur ag e mo re  pu bl ic  part ic ip a ti on  in  the co ns id er at io n of pr op os al s th at  
af fect  th e en vi ro nm en t? ”

We ha ve  lon g be lie ved th a t th e  b es t guara n te e of  en vi ro nm en ta lly en lig ht en ed  
de ci sion m ak in g is ea rly,  st ro ng , and br oa dl y re pre se n ta ti ve civ ic par ti ci pa tion 
in  the de ci sion m ak in g pro cess .

One  of  th e  ba sic tr u th s  of  th e  c u rr e n t ex plos ion of  gen er al  aw ar en es s ab ou t 
‘•the en vi ro nm en t,” is th a t it  w as  to uch ed  off by  ci tize ns  wh o ca re  an d in it ia lly  
su pp or ted by  le gi sl at ors  wh o ca re , ra th e r  th an  by  Gov er nm en t adm in is tr a to rs .
The  be st  guara n te e  I know  of fo r se ei ng  to  it  th a t to day’s  pu bl ic  aw ar en es s is 
pr od uc tive  and su st ai ne d is  to  en la rg e op po rtuni ti es  fo r co nc erne d ci tize ns  to 
part ic ip ate , in  ef fecti ve  way s, in  en vir onm en ta l de cis ions . T his  is a ne ce ss ar y 
ba se  f o r al l fu tu re  prog re ss .

Tow ar d th is  end, I ha ve  tw o spe cif ic su ggest io ns: adm in is tr a ti ve re fo rm  in 
re gar d to  pu bl ic  he ar in gs an d o th er pro ce dura l an d in fo rm at io n m at te rs , an d 
cl ar if ic at io n of  ri gh ts  of  ci tize ns  to  se cu re  ju d ic ia l revi ew  of  adm in is tr a ti ve 
de cis ions .

Pub lic he ar in gs  an d in fo rm ation,— In  th e  F edera l Gov ernm en t, w hi le  th e 
D ep ar tm en t of  T ra nsp ort a ti on  la s t Ja n u a ry  too k a  s te p t ow ar d in su ri ng  m ea ni ng 
fu l hear in gs be fo re  Fed er al -a id  h ig hw ay  ro u te  an d de sign  de cision s a re  ma de , 
hea ri ng s are  in m os t ca se s pu re ly  a m a tt e r of  dis cr et io n w ithi n su ch  ag en cies  
as  th e Corps  of  Eng in ee rs , th e  B ure au  of  L an d M an ag em en t, an d th e Atom ic 
Ene rg y Co mmiss ion. Th ese ag en cies  a re  co nt in ual ly  en ga ge d in  pro gr am s an d 
pr oj ec ts  w ith  m ajo r en viron m en ta l ef fects . Pub lic hea ri ngs on th em  sh ou ld  be a 
pu bl ic  ri ght ra th e r  th an  a m a tt e r of  ag en cy  dis cr et io n an d th e A dm in is tr at iv e 
P ro ce du re  A ct  s ho uld so insu re .

Furt herm ore , our nat io nal  a ir  a nd w ate r quali ty  m an ag em en t pr og ra m s,  wh ich  
re ly  p ri m ari ly  on S ta te  co nt ro l m ea su re s,  a re  now su bj ec t to w hat are  of ten x
in ad eq uate  S ta te  he ar in gs pr oc ed ur es . As th e  Con se rv at io n Foundat io n  ha s
re po rted  to  th e  N at io na l Ai r Pol lu tion  Con tro l A dm in is tr at io n (N APC A),
al th ou gh  S ta te  pu bl ic  hea ri ngs  a re  re qu ir ed  by  F ed er al  law  on pr op os ed  S ta te
a ir  quali ty  st andard s,  in se ve ra l S ta te s pu bl ic  no tic e of  hea ri ngs an d ad va nc e
pu bl ic  in fo rm at io n ha ve  been gr os sly in ad eq uate . W e su gg es t th a t fe de ra lly-  •
as si st ed  en vir onm en ta l m an ag em en t p ro gra m s shou ld  re quir e th a t S ta te  he ar in g
pr oc ed ur es  mee t nati onal st andard s of  adequate  no tic e an d ad va nc e in fo rm at io n.
Som e spe cif ic su gg es tio ns  fo r st an d ard s w hi ch  we  su gg es t th e  Fed er al  Gov ern
m en t shou ld  in si st  up on  a re  i nc lu de d in  th e  a tt ached  ex ch an ge  of  c orr e« po nd en ce  
w ith  NA PCA. in  which  th e ag en cy  ta kes th e  po si tio n th a t it  doe s no t ha ve  leg al 
au th o ri ty  to  re ou ir e  m ea ni ng fu l S ta te  hea ri ngs.

As an  ex am pl e of  fu rt h er opport unit ie s fo r im pr ov em en t in th is  co nn ec tio n, 
we  no te  th e pe nd in g hi lls  in th e Con gres s to re quir e th e S ta te s to  ho ld pu bl ic  
he ar in gs on im ple m en ta tion  pla ns fo r a ir  quali ty  st an dard s,  in ad di tion to 
he ar in gs on th e  s ta ndard s them se lves .

W it hout ad equate  co nt in ui ng  pu bl ic  in fo rm at io n, howe ver, eve n mo del nu hl ic  
heari ng  re quir em en ts  can be v ir tu a ll y  mea ni ng less . Ci tiz en  gr ou ps  re port  th a t 
th ey  fa ce  di ff icu lti es  in id en ti fy in g an d th en  ob ta in in g th e in fo rm at io n th ev  
re quir e on pu bl ic  w or ks  pr oj ec ts , po w er pla nt s,  pe st ic id e re g is tr a ti on , an d a 
ho st  of  ot her  go ve rn m en t pr op os al s af fe ct in g th e en vi ro nm en t. Exe m pt io ns  in
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th e  Pub lic In fo rm ati on  Act de al in g w ith p ro p ri e ta ry  in fo rm at io n,
m em or an da  an d ex ec ut iv e pr iv ileg e pr ov id e ag en ci es  w ith  su bt le  hu rd le s fo r 

th e  con ce rned  b ut  t oo  of te n ig nora n t ci tiz en . , ,
Ju di ci al  re vi ew  an d th e ri gh t o f stan din g.— I f  pu bl ic  ag en cies  ch ar ge d w ith  

en vi ro nm en ta l p ro gra m s are  to be re sp on sive  to br oa d pu bl ic  ne ed s, th en  1 

on lv  ar e ad eq ua te  pub lic hea ri ngs and free do m of  in fo rm at io n po lic ies  re qu ired , 

hu t ag en cy  fin ding s of  fa c t an d ag en cy  de ci sion s ba se d on th es e fin ding s m ust  be 

re vi ew ab le  bv a co ur t.  Ci tiz en s, as  ci tiz en s,  not ju s t as  re p re se n ta ti ves of  

econo mic in te re st s,  m ust  ha ve  th e ri gh t of  st and in g  be fo re  a  co urt  to  ask  th e  

co urt  to  see th a t an  ag en cy ’s de cision s a re  a t le ast  co ns is te nt w ith  it s s ta tu to ry

Rec en t ca ses, of whi ch  th e Sc en ic  Hud so n.  354 F.  2d 60S (C.A . 2, 196o ), and

Uni ted Ch urch  o f C hr is t,  359 F. 2d 994 (C.A . D.C . 19 66 ). ca se s a re  no ta bl e 

ex am ples , ha ve  be en  cl ea ring th e  w ay  fo r ci tize ns  a t le ast  to p re se nt cert a in  

pu bl ic  in te re st  co nsi der at io ns be fo re  th e court s an d th er eb y he lp  guara n te e  

th a t su bs eq ue nt  ag en cy  de cis ions  re flec t th es e co ns id er at io ns .
B ut  to da y we  note  th a t th e ex ec ut iv e bra nch of  th e U.S . Gov er nm en t, 

th ro ug h th e Ju s ti ce  D ep ar tm en t,  is en ga ge d in  sign if ic an t ef fo rts to de ny  th es e 

ri gh ts  to  ci tize n gr ou ps . In  cu rr en t li ti gati on  invo lv ing th e H ud so n R iv er 

E xp re ss w ay  (C it iz en s Com m it te e v. Vol pe ),  th e  E ast  Meadow Cr ee k regi on  of 

N at io na l F ore st  la nd in  Colorad o (P ark er  v. l/ .S .) , an d th e M in er al  K in g pro 

po sa l in  C al ifor ni a (S ie rr a  Clu h v. H ic ke l) , th e D epar tm en t of  Ju st ic e  is con te st 

ing th e ri gh ts  of  ci ti ze ns  to ob ta in  co urt  revi ew  of  en vi ro nm en ta lly  im p o rt an t 

adm in is tr a ti ve det er m in at io ns .
W itho ut  re fe re nc e to  th e  su bst an tive m er it s of th e  ci tiz en  arg um en ts  in  th ese  

part ic u la r ca ses, it  is  d e a r  th a t an  im port an t pr in ci ple  is a t st ak e.  Im ped im en ts  

to  ci tiz en  ri gh ts  to  st and in g  be fo re  th e co urt  to  seek  ju dic ia l revi ew  of  adm in 

is tr a ti v e  d ec is ions  sh ou ld  be remov ed —eit her th ro ugh co nst it u ti onal am en dm en t,,  

as  ha s bee n prop os ed  by  som e Mem bers of  Con gres s in th e  fo rm  of  th e so -cal led 

co ns er va tio n hi ll of  ri gh ts , or th ro ugh  le gi sl at iv e cl ar if ic at io n of  th e A dm in 

is tr a ti v e  P ro ce du re  Ac t. We be lie ve  th a t th e re su lt  wou ld no t be to  open th e f lo o d  

ga te s of  li ti gat io n  : th e  ex pe ns e an d th e  di ffi cu lty  of  obta in in g exper ti se  al on e 

m il it a te  again st  fr iv olo us su its .
I m ig ht  ad d th a t th e  pre se nt  po lic y of  th e  ex ec ut iv e bra nch  to de ny  en vi ro n^  

m en ta lly co nc erne d ci ti ze ns a ri gh t to  th e ir  da y in  co urt  seem s so m ew ha t in co n

si st en t w ith  th e P re s id en t’s dec la ra tion in  th e st a te  of th e Union  addre ss  th a t—

“C lea n ai r.  clea n w ate r,  open sp ac es  * * * sh ou ld  once ag ai n be th e  b ir th 

ri gh t of  ev er y A m er ic an .”
Enc ou ra ging  loc al go ve rn m en ts .—On e of  th e hap pie r su ccess st o ri es in co n

se rv at io n ac tion  duri ng  th e la st  de ca de  is  th e em erge nc e of  loc al con se rv at io n 

co mmiss ions  th ro ughout seven N orthea st  Sta te s.  Th e concep t, in ve nt ed  in M as sa 

ch use tt s 12 years  ag o, has sp re ad  to  nea rl y  600 co m m un iti es  in  ea ch  of  th e  

co as ta l S ta te s from  M ai ne  t o New  J er se y.
Th e co mmiss ions  a re  un it s of  loca l go ve rn m en t, com posed  of  un pa id  ci ti ze ns 

ap po in te d by  th e  go ve rn in g boa rd s of th e ir  lo ca l go ve rn m en ts . A lth ou gh  in  

som e S ta te s th ey  have au th o ri ty  to  bu y an d m an ag e open-sp ace land , th ey  a re  

es se nt ia lly ad vi so ry . On th e ba si s of  in ven to ri es  of  co mm un ity  re so ur ce s,  and 

un ha m pe re d by su ch  da y- to -d ay  de m an ds  as  re fe re ei ng zo ning  di sp ute s or  oper

a ti ng  park  an d re cre ati on  pr og ra m s,  th ey  ad vi se  lo ca l go ve rn in g bo ar ds  on a 

br oa d sp ec trum  of  e nvir onm en ta l m att ers .
Some  co mmiss ions  se rv e a w at ch do g ro le  on w ate r and a ir  po llu tio n.  So me  

a re  co nc erne d w ith  u ti li ty  lin es  an d hi gh w ay  ro ute  se lecti on , som e w ith  pro te c

tion  of  co as ta l w et la nds from  una uth ori ze d fill ing . All a re  ad vo ca te s,  ca ta ly st s 

an d ac ti v is ts  w ith in  lo ca l go ve rn m en ts  on beh al f of  a be tt e r loca l en vi ro nm en t.

T hei r sp ec ia l val ue li es  in th e fa c t th a t th ey  a re  in  a po si tio n to ha ve  an  

ov ervi ew  of  th e ir  co m m uni ty ’s en vi ro nm en t as  a wh ole . Th e sa m e ba si c co n

ce pt  is be ginn in g to  be  pu t to work el se w he re  ar ound th e co un try.  The  C ity 

Co uncil  of  S an ta  B arb ara , Ca lif ., shocked by la s t y ea r’s oil  lea k,  se t up  an  

en vi ro nm en ta l qua li ty  ad vis or y bo ard.  In  ad dit io n  to  oil po llu tio n,  it s in it ia l 

as si gn m en ts  incl ud e a pe st ic id e stud y,  revi ew  of  th e c it y ’s harb or dre dgin g 

pr og ra m, an d of  a h ig hw ay  pro je ct  th a t wo uld da m ag e an  es tu ar y . At th e co un ty  

lev el,  co un ty  su per vis io rs  as fa r  a p a rt  ge og ra ph ic al ly  as  C ali fo rn ia ’s So no ma 

an d San ta  Cru z C ou nt ie s an d V irgi ni a’s F a ir fa x  Cou nt y are  no w mov ing to  

es ta bli sh  si m ilar  unit s.
One of  th e  hi ghes t le ver ag e oppo rt un it ie s fo r co ns er va tion  a t th e  loca l leve l— 

w he re  m os t en vir onm en ta l de cision s a re  mad e— m ay  be to  en co ur ag e an d he lp  

lo ca l go ve rn m en ts  to  es ta bli sh  th e ir  ow n en vi ro nm en ta l co ns er va tion  comm is-



sions. The commissions give many citizens who care for the ir communities  an opi>ortunity to apply themselves effectively.  Perhaps an exis ting  Fed era l ass istance program, conceivably the “701” urban planning ass istance  program in HUD, could be used for this  purpose.
The local conservation commission movement success story  is told in a book we published recently, “Conservat ion Commission in Massachuset ts—With a Supplementary  Repo rt on the Emergence of Conse rvation Commissions in Six Other  Northeas t Sta tes.” It  is also discussed in a magazine article,  based on the  book, by William J. Duddleson,  ent itle d “Conse rvation Commissions on the 

Move,” in Open Space Action magazine, Septem ber-October  1969, p. 17.
The United Sta tes  and the icorld envi ronm ents .—The United  Sta tes  exports many technologies now causing  severe envi ronmental problems abroad .
Large sums of money are  spen t through our  foreign aid  and  lending agencies to supp ort industr ialization. Desp ite emphasis  on export of heavy ind ustrial  equipment, chemicals, concrete, steel, etce tera , the re is litt le or no exporta tion  of air, water, and solid waste pollu tion control.  All our  foreign ass ista nce  should include effective pollution controls—p art icu lar ly where  we ar e ass isting indu stri al expansion.
Pestic ides, which have come und er severe atta ck in the Western World, con

tinue  to be exjiorted in rap idly  increas ing quant itie s to the  less developed majori ty of the  world’s land and people. It  is time to ban the  exporta tion of all pestic ides which are  found to be unsafe  for use domestically, such as DDT.We are also exporting, often with AID loans, a whole system of tou ris t businesses and attendant fac iliti es in an effor t to improve  the p leas urin g grounds of the minority  in some of the world’s outs tanding na tur al environments . It  
seems irrespon sible  for us not to sup por t the development  of effective wildli fe reserves and system s of nat ional parks  at  the same time th at  we ar e foste ring  the very forces th at  will dest roy a wide dive rsity  of na tur al systems.  In our 
intern ational assistance program, stro ng emphasis should given to the  res tor ation and protec tion of impor tant  natural  environm ents ab road.

New arrangements.— I have not  atte mpted to deal with many fundam enta l ques tions  raised by the  very broa d substance of these hearings. Obviously, many oth er issues concern both you and ourselves . To list ju st  a fe w : The needs 
for sub stantial nat ional programs in solid waste management , noise  control, and coastal  zone management, and  for  much greater  respec t for na tural systems in the planning and development of many  kind s of faci litie s, from high
ways, to airp orts , to powerplan ts, regardless  of manmade polit ical jurisdict ions . As the Pre sident  said the other day  in announcing  agreement  with the Dade County Port Auth ority  to limit development of its  air po rt nea r Everglades Natio nal Pa rk : We have learned  th at  the  development of m ajo r f acil ities * * * may have widesp read envi ronm enta l and social consequences that  cannot wisely be lef t e ntir ely  to local i nit iat ive  an d local decision.”

Our nex t step  is to learn th at  no single decision, such as las t month’s involving the  south  Florida  jetp ort , can protect any environment. Rather, we must look to contin uing inte rgovernm enta l and regional planning  and managem ent 
arra ngement s along the  lines of the  recen tly estab lished Fed era l-State  rive r 
basin commissions, and of the Federal -Sta te-local San Francisco Ray Conservation and Development Commission.

We very much appreciate thi s subcommit tee’s comprehensive concern for the Fed era l sha re of our collective responsibility to secure and protect environments  
fit for people.

While  we have gre at hopes for  the  new three -man  council on environmental 
quality , we realiz e that  it is adv isory in na ture  and  that  the  provisions of the Env iron men tal Policy Act of 1969 are not self-implementing. And while we look 
forward to estab lishm ent of a join t House-Senate Committee on the  Environ ment, we feel th at  the re is no sub sti tut e for continuing and vig ilan t congressional 
surveillance of the kind which has been ini tia ted  by this  committee.

The Conservation F oundation,
Research—Education, 

Washington, D.C., September 2,1969.
Dr. J ohn T. Middleton,
Commissioner, National Air Pollution Control Administration,
Arlington, Va.

Dear Dr. Middleton : Serious problems have aris en over procedures being fol- 
lowered by some States to meet public  hear ing requiremen ts of the  Air Quali ty Act of 1967. We respec tfully  call them to your  at ten tion and urge you to tak e appro pri ate  correct ive action .
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It  is  our belie f th at  public hearings required by the  Act should give concerned 
citizens a rea list ic opi>ortunity for  involvement, as envisioned  in the act  and  in 
the “Guidelines fo r the  Development of Air Qua lity Standa rds  and  Imp lementa 
tion Pla ns,” pub lishe d by HEW in May 1969.

As you know, the  Conservation Fou nda tion  is cur ren tly  conduc ting a clean 
ai r project to edu cate civic lead ers on the ai r pollu tion problem and  on oppor
tun ities under th e Fed era l-S tate program to deal effectively with  this  problem. 
The founda tion ’s work is designed to presen t in lay term s the  techn ical infor
mation necessary  for  citizens to form the ir own judg men ts as to how clean they 
wan t the ir ai r to be, and to inform them  of the  impact of the  Fed era l Act upon 
the ir communities. Both the complexity of the sub ject  and the  na tur e of grass
roots citizen  a ctivity make such an education al program exceedingly challenging.

We believe th at  a crit ica l step specified in the  1967 act, as fa r as citizen 
expression is concerned, is the requ irem ent th at  the Sta tes  hold public hea ring s 
on proposed ai r quali ty standa rds . The re is grea t citizen  intere st in learnin g 
the  fact s of ai r pollution and in expressing inte lligent  concern at  the  public  
hearin gs. But the  process is both time-consuming and difficult, pa rticu lar ly for 
those newly introduced to the  technical, legal and social complexities  of the 
subject.

The magnitude of thi s under tak ing  is evident to anyone  who has  seen the  two 
ai r quality  Cr iteria  documents issued by HEW. It  is a prodigious fac t to ass imi 
lat e the cri ter ia in these voluminous documents, which—in the words  of the  
HEW Guidelines—“summarize  avai lable info rma tion  on the rela tionsh ip be
tween exposures to ai r pol luta nts  and the ir effects on man and his environment, 
including injury  to hea lth,  damage to ma ter ials and vegetation,  redu ction of 
visibi lity, and economic losses,” and then  to apply  thi s knowledge to evalu ating 
proposed ai r quali ty standa rds . The standard s, of course—to quote aga in from 
the Guidelines—“repre sen t air  quali ty goals establish ed for  the  purpose of pro
tect ing public  health and welfare” and—to quote from the  Criteria  documents 
themselves—“prescr ibe pol lutant  exposures  which a polit ical jur isd ict ion  de
termines should  no t be exceeded in a specified geographic area, and are  used  as 
one of seve ral facto rs in designing legally enforceable pol lutant  emission sta nd 
ard s.”

The very na tu re  of complex cr ite ria  and standard s makes it essenti al that  
the  concerned publ ic have adeq uate  time in which to  diges t thi s ma terial. Sta ted  
simply, it  takes tim e for  concerned citizens to rel ate  various proposed levels  of 
particulat e mat ter and  sul fur  oxides to hea lth and  well-being.

Thus we would like  to call to your  att ent ion  recent action s by some Sta tes  
which have  severely limited the  possibility  of meaningful par tici pat ion  in be ar
ings by an informed public, as inten ded by the  public  hear ing require ment of 
the Air Quality Act and as set forth  in the Guide lines:

Some S tat e ai r pollu tion contro l boards or commissions have  refused to give 
even a genera l idea of prospective  hearing  dates.

Some S tates hav e given inad equate notice of public  hearings on proposed ai r 
qua lity  standa rds .

Some Sta tes  hav e fail ed to make the  substance  of the ir proposed sta nd ards  
avai lable  to the public u nti l sh ortly  before  the hear ing.

And in one case, a Sta te relea sed a new dr af t of its  proposed sta nd ards  at 
the  hearing  itself.

Specifically, we cite  the  following, ex am ple s:
1. In the Met ropolitan Washington , D.C., region, the  Sta te of Virginia held 

its  hearing s with ample notice but  released a second draf t of the  proposed 
standard s at  the hea ring itse lf (although the  red raft was  dated 5 days prior 
to the  hearing  dat e) .

2. In the same region, the  Distr ict  of Columbia has  not  (as  of this date)  
announced when its  hearing s will be held—nor  even given a general idea— 
although the  proposed standard s must be subm itted  to HEW by November 11, 
1969. (Maryland, however, has been a model which oth er Sta tes  mig ht well 
follow: proposed sta ndard s have been released, circulat ed, and publicized, and  
the  hearings  are  wide ly known to be scheduled for late  September.)

3. In Connect icut, officials gave only 21 days’ notice of the  hea ring  date and 
did not release the  proposed sta ndard s unt il 5 days (4 working days) before 
the  hearing.

4. In Pennsylvania, the  Sta te Air Pollution Contro l Commission gave 29 days’ 
notice of public hearings on proposed sta ndard s for the Pit tsburgh region, but  
access to the  proposals was  delayed  4 days, leav ing only 25 days for  study and



136analysis before the hearin g date.  In additio n, the proposals were not comparable to the HEW  crite ria and consequently, civic leaders are hav ing  considerable difficu lty in understanding the actu al meaning of these techn ical proposals and rela ting  them to HE W 's crit eria .5. In Colorado, stand ards are written  into Sta te law. M hen the legis latur e considered revisions  earlier this  year, it did so on 1 or 2 days notice of com- mittee  sessions. The committee meetings were not generally  publicized. Citiz ens had littl e or no time in which to consider proposed changes. Some changes were brought up for the tirst time at the committee sessions themselves. No trans cript  was made of the committee meetings.  In brief , Colora do clea rly made a mockery of the public  h earing requirement.We understand , however, tha t after protests were made, a process more closely resembling public hearings as envisioned in the Air  Qualit y Act  is scheduled by the State for later this year. We trust that H EW  will carefully scrutinize the situation there to make certain that  Colora do meets the public hear ing requirement.We believe the public hearing  requirement of the Fed eral statut e presumes that  each hearing be m eanin gful and not a mere pretense of public participation.  The  very essence of any public hearing  is the timely  encouragem ent of expression of  opinions, desires and fac ts by any and all  concerned parti es. Fede ral regulations under other laws which sim ilar ly require the State s to hold public hear ings— such as the Feder al Hig hw ay Act —ind icate the val idity and necessity of this  presumption.The HEW  Guidel ines sta te:“ In general, hearing s held under the act should be an open forum for presentation of fac ts and expression of  opinions on the air  quality stand ards.  * * * State s should try to provide the grea test possible opportunity  for  parti cipat ion by all persons and groups who ask to appear.”We submit that mean ingful “expression of opinions” becomes impossible witho ut adequate  notice and sufficient time to analyze such high ly technical mat eria l.Many Stat es are now appro aching the time for public hearings in meeting their  responsibil ities under the Ai r Qu alit y Act of 1967. Although we recognize the limitatio ns of your auth orit y in determining State procedures in this respect, we urge you to take all possible steps to insure that  the States give adequate notice  of these hearing s and tha t copies of the proposed stand ards to be considered at the hearings are made available well in advance of the hearing dates. I f it is within your authority  to do so, we urge you to issue revised guidelines as soon as possible to guara ntee that  adequate hearin g procedures are followed by the Stat es. We recommend th at HEW  require :1. Tha t the State s give at least 30 days ’ notice of public hearings on proposed air  qua lity  standards.2. Th at proposed stand ards be ava ilab le at least 45 days prior to hearings in which they will be aired and tha t States include in each hearing notice an announcement that  the proposed stan dard s are av ailab le upon request.3. Th at the State s make the proposed stand ards ava ilab le to the public in unders tandable terms that relate to the air  qual ity criteria issued by HE W .4. Tha t the State s avoid revisions in proposed standards between the time of their issuance and the day of the hearing—or, if  signif icant  revisions become necess ary, that  the States give  appropriate notice and reschedule the hearing to al low adequate  time for consideration  o f the new proposals.5. Th at  both the State notifi cation  of a public hearin g on proposed air quality  stan dard s and the proposed stan dard s themselves be released to the general media in the region—daily newspapers,  radio and television—in addition to the often  obscure publications used fo r official notice purposes.We consider  30 days ’ notice of  a public hearing and 45 day s ava ilab ility of under standable proposed stand ards a minimum requirement because of the comple xity  of the subject.  It  is difficult enough for professional  people to evaluate the proposals properly with less than 45 days ’ notice, to say nothing  of the citizen volunteer groups who are  deeply concerned about air  pollution and wish to tes tify  inte llige ntly  and responsibly. Without great er advan ce notice than most Sta tes  are providing, citizen part icipa tion in the stand ard-setting  process wi ll be limit ed, or even fru stra ted altog ether .
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We believe th a t increasin g pub lic  aw aren ess of environm ental  pro ble ms  ha s 
been  accompan ied  by a mo unting cit ize n desir e fo r a voice in public en \i ro n-  
me nta l policy, an d th a t any act ions, de lib erate or  oth erw ise , which  dis co urag e 
such pa rti cipa tio n ma ke  a sham of p ar tic ip at or y dem ocracy.

Sincere ly, Sydney  H owe,
President.

D epar tm en t of H ea lt h , E ducat ion , and W elf are ,
P ubl ic H ea lth Service,

Con su me r P rotection and E nv iro nm enta l H ea lth Service,
Arlington, Va., September 80, 1960.

Mr. Sydney H ow e,
President, The Conservation Foundation,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. I I o w e : Th an k you fo r yo ur  rece nt  le tte r rega rd ing the  proced ures  
follo wed by Sta te  governm ents in holding pub lic he ar ings  un de r pro vis ion s of 
the  Clean Ai r Act,  as  ame nded. I ce rta in ly  welcome yo ur  in te re st  in th is  m at te r.

Fol lowing an  ex am inat ion of the  st at u te  an d the leg isl ati ve  his tory, we ha ve  
come to the con clusion th a t the Dep ar tm en t of He alt h, Educa tion, and W el fa re  
does no t have au th or ity  to go beyond wha t is al read y included in the gu ide lin es  
wi th res pect to t he  co nduc t of p ubl ic hearings.

Nev erth eless, I bel ieve th at governme nta l age ncies a t all levels have  an  ob
ligati on  to insu re  th a t all  in te reste d pa rt ie s have  an  op po rtu nit y to pla y a mea n
ing ful  ro le in dec isions on  en vironm ental  quality .

As you know,  th e Na tio na l Ai r Po llu tion Control Adm inist ra tio n ha s been 
makin g a str en uo us  effort  to be su re  th at  cit ize ns  in ai r qu al ity  con tro l reg ion s 
ar e made aw ar e of schedu led  pub lic he ar ings  on a ir  qu al ity  st an da rd s an d ta ke  
the  fu lle st pos sib le adva ntag e of the op po rtu ni ty  to pa rt ic ip at e in such he ar ings . 
Th is effort  w ill continue.

Since such  pu bli c he ar ings  mus t be con ducte d un de r St ate law s and  re gu la 
tions , th e Na tio na l Air Po llu tion Control Ad minist ra tio n will  at tem pt  to as sem
ble and dissem inate  in form ati on  on the  app licab le law s and regu lat ion s, so th a t 
cit ize ns and repr es en ta tiv es  of in te reste d gro ups wil l know th e ru les  to be 
followed.

In  th e me antim e, you  may be su re  th at  we will make eve ry possibl e ef fo rt to 
ins ure th at  he ar in gs  on propose d ai r qu al ity  st an da rd s are con duc ted  in suc h 
a way as  to pe rm it me aning ful  pa rti cipa tio n by all  affected  pa rti es .

In  closing, le t me say  th at  I am gr atef ul  fo r th e Co nse rva tion Fo un da tio n' s 
continu ing  ef forts  in  be ha lf of  th e p ubl ic in te re st in clean air.

Sin cerely  yours ,
J oh n T. Middleto n,

Commissioner.

(Note.—The Conservation Foundat ion’s “Conservation Commis
sions in Massachusetts—With a Supplementary Report on the  Eme r
gence of Conservation Commissions in Six Other Northeast States,” 
to which Mr. Howe referred  in his prepared  sta tement, is in the sub
committee files. The article entitled  “Conservation Commissions on 
the Move,” by William J. Duddleson, Open Space Action magazine, 
September-October 1969, p. 17, follows:)

[From Open Space Action magazine, September-October 1969]

Conserva tion  Com mis si on s on th e  Move

(By 'William J. Du ddleson)

The conserv ati on  commiss ion mov eme nt, born in th e Com mon
wea lth  of  Massach usett s in 1957, is now st riki ng  ou t in dec ide dly  
new  dir ec tio ns . Progres s re po rts on th e gr ow th of the se offic ially  
recogn ized loc al con ser vat ion  age ncies ha ve  in cluded  several  a rt ic le s 
in pa st  iss ue s of Open Space Action. Th e mo st rec ent co nt rib uti on  
to the li te ra tu re —an d an  excel len t one a t th at—is  the  216-p age
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book just  publi shed by the Conservation Foundatio n. The book is 
Conservation Commissions in Massachuset ts* by Andrew J. M. 
Scheffey, director  of the  Cente r for Env ironmental Studies at \\ ll- 
liams  College. It  is chockablock with case historie s ill us trat e e of 
how commissions hav e acqu ired and protected land and catalyzed 
the ir communities into environmental action.

Scheffey’s account of the  Massachusett s experience is supple
mented by an equa lly read able  and informative  report  on the emer
gence of conse rvation commissions in six other  Northeast States , 
and on the prospects of the movement spreading fu rth er  across  the 
Nation. Written by Will iam Duddleson, director  of policy studies 
at  the Conservation Foun datio n, the supplem ent provides a useful 
tool to those who would champion the introduct ion of local conser
vatio n agencies in thei r own States and communities. State-by- 
Sta te reports on what is happening are  backed up with listin gs of 
key contacts and publica tions in each State, toge ther  with the text  
of each Sta te’s enabling law. Port ions of the Duddleson supple 
ment  are  adap ted here with permission of the  Conservation 
Foundation.

The unpaten ted 12-year-old Massachuset ts invent ion known as the local con
servation commission first began to catch on in other Sta tes in 1960. Today, 
upw ards of 4,000 citizens are serv ing on conservation  commissions in more than 
500 communities in the seven Northeas t coa stal  Sta tes from Maine to New 
Jersey, and somewhat  more tha n half of these  communities are  outside  of 
Massachusetts .

Wh at these  new agencies of local government  can do var ies from Sta te to 
St ate;  their  legal powers differ according to each Sta te’s enabl ing law. What 
they actually do, and how they do it, differs from community to community. 
But  all are  advisors to the elected governing board which appo ints them. And a ll 
are  advocates, catalysts and activ ists  with in local government on behalf of a 
be tte r local environment.

Vir tua lly  all give a high pr ior ity  to securing open-space land. Some also are  
watchdogs  for cleaner wa ters and healthie r air. Some pla nt trees. Some fight 
ha rd  pesticides or out-of-place billboards . And some help local schools make 
environmental education  make sense. Some do all of these and  much more.

And each has  learned some lessons which can be useful to othe rs elsewhere 
who are  looking for a teste d, prac tica l, local ins trument for environmental 
improvement.

In Rhode Island, the first  of Massachusetts ’ neighbors to import the idea, 
lead ers of the commission movement are  the first  to tell  yo u: Learn from our 
ear ly mistakes. For  one thing, don’t rely too heavi ly on commission members 
who are  trie d and tru e conservation ists,  all  right, but who don’t underst and  the 
civic and polit ical action processes in their communities.

And the  experience in Connecticut and New Hampshire—as well as in Rhode 
Island —demonst rates  both the  advantage s of Sta te suppor t, and the limi tations  
of a lack of it.

In Maine the idea, like some other ideas from Massachusetts , met with a cool 
recept ion at  f irst. In par t, this was  because of bugs in the first  version of Maine’s 
enabling law. But  this year,  as thr ea ts of coas tal pollution became more ap
parent , an increasin g number of costa l communities began turnin g to the  com
mission idea to help them keep the  coast  of Maine a special kind of place.

New York’s 2-year-old commission movement is growing  stea dily  despite  the 
handicap of an uncerta in Sta te charter.  And New Je rsey , lat es t to adopt its own 
var iat ion  of the basic Massach usetts theme, is showing what can happen when a 
strong Sta te enabl ing law is supported by both citizen and government conserva
tionists. Only a y ear  af te r passage of the 1968 enabling  legislation, more than  50 
New Jer sey  communities already  have commissions at  work and 100 more are  
expected to be on the job  by the end of 1970.

The summary  observations which  follow—based primarily  on interv iews with 
lead ers of the  conservation commission movement in the  N orthea st States where 
commissions are  at  work in i960—seek to iden tify  some common factors  of 
fai lure a nd success.

•Pub lishe d by the Conservation F oundati on, Washington, D.C.
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The steadily growing acceptance of conservation commissions throughout the 
Northeast demonstrates tha t the commission idea has the ability to marshal and 
directly engage a significant and previously under-used civic resource for en
vironmental action. The sheer number of citizens t hat the movement already has 
brought into local government is impressive. (See char t.)

Initia tives  to establish conservation commissions are not being taken by public 
agencies but  by private citizens. This feature,  a basic s trength of the  movement 
in Massachusetts, continues to charac terize its offspring elsewhere. The idea has 
grown from the bottom up. In most of the conservation-commission States, gov
ernment agencies were not enthusiast ic at first, and in at  least  one, New York, 
the idea w’as in itially opposed by a number of State agencies, including the de
partment of conservation.

Nevertheless, a  major key to success is the degree of support, assistance, and 
encouragement extended by S tate government to help the commissions carry out 
their  sta tutory responsibilities. In Massachusetts, one Sta te employee works with 
the commissions full time and 14 part time. Connecticut and New Jersey each 
have one State employee assigned to serve commissions. New Hampshire has one 
State universi ty extension service employee assigned par t time to commission 
work. Rhode Island, Maine, and New Y’ork in I960 provide less State support 
and encouragement, and these are  the States where the commission movement 
has the fur thest to go.

Special State financial assistance for conservation commissions stimulates 
thei r establishment in the first place and greatly increases their  operating lever
age. Massachusetts, which still has  nearly half of all commissions in the seven 
States, is the only S tate with  a grant-in-aid program exclusively for local govern
ments with commissions. Connecticut is the only other of these States with an 
active State  program of financial incentives for local conservation-land acquisi
tion projects. And these are the States  where the commission movements are 
strongest.

State

En ab ling
law

ena cted

Comm iss ions 
repo rte d 

es tabl ish ed  
in  1969

Max im um  
Nu mbe r 
on each 

commiss ion

Max im um  
possible 

commiss ione rs  
in 1969

Mas sa chus et ts ............................................ ................... 1957 276 7 1,932

Rhode Is la nd__________ ______ ________ .............................  1960 27 7 189

C o n n e c ti c u t. .. .............................................. 1961 101 7 707

New Ham ps hi re ______________________ 1963 85 7 595

Maine . .................... ........  ........................ 1965 8 5 40

New Y ork ..................................................... 1967 20 9 180

Ne w Je rsey .......................... ..................................................................  1968 54 7 378

T o ta l...................................................... 571 . 4,0 21

Jus t as  strong State agency support makes for more effective local commissions, 
a strong commission movement helps to build and support effective State agencies 
and State  programs. State government's benefits from this mutually  supportive 
relationship are emphasized by Joseph A. Gill, head of Connecticut’s Department  
of Agriculture and Natural Resources. Gill credits Connecticut's local conserva
tion commissioners wi th convincing his legislature of the merits of a number of 
proposals to strengthen his depa rtment’s programs. These have included more 
than $10 million worth of bond issues to finance Sta te open space-recreation land 
acquisition projects, in addition to $10 million for local projects. In 1969 Arthur  
W. Brownell, commissioner of natura l resources in Massachusetts, told a con
ference called in New Jersey  to launch the movement there: “Government can be 
educated and shaped and the grea test  impact the Massachusetts  commissions 
have had, as f ar  as government is concerned, has been in influencing the thinking 
of the Massachusetts  Department of Natural Resources.”

A S tate’s conservation or natura l resources agency is not the only nor neces
sarily the best State  service agency for local conservation commissions. Some 
States ’ natura l resource agencies are  responsive to the contemporary environ
mental concerns of most of thei r citizens (that is, residents of urban and sub
urban area s) ; some, however, ar e no t and old ways die hard. In New Hampshire, 
the State univers ity’s College of Agriculture and the  cooperative extension service,

44 -3 15— 70— 10
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together with private philanthropic interests, are taking the lead in encouraging 
the commissions. In New York, the State office for  local government, so far , is 
more interested in local conservation agencies than is the department of conserva
tion. And in New Jersey the State department of agricu lture is vying with the 
department of conservation and economic development to help conservation com
missions. Inasmuch as activ ities of the stronger commissions encompass a broader 
range of environmental problems than does any one existing State agency, eventu
ally some ties with the “environmental overview” units being considered by a 
number of States would be a  logical progression.

A strong State association of conservation commissions is important to the 
success of the movement generally and to holster the weaker commissions, and 
separation from State government makes for a strong and influential State 
association. However, a local commission and a State association of commissions 
are  no substitutes for a broadly based citizens organization or coalition of organi
zations devoted to environmental improvement in each locality and State. The 
conservation commissioners are, afte r all, government officials even though they 
serve in an unpaid capacity. Where an environmental coalition of st rictly private 
citizen groups agrees with a commission, the private groups have more freedom 
and more muscle for the necessary political push to get the job done. As one 
commissioner lias expressed it, “The citizen organization’s independence of the  
official commission gives s trength to both and credibility to the  s tatements of the 
organization.”

Even in States where a State enabling law specifically authorizing local con
servation commissions is not legally necessary, enactment of such a law greatly 
facil itates their establishment and effective operation. Although local govern
ments in most States have broad discretion to appoint advisory units on almost 
any subject, as a practical matter  only a few local governments have set up 
conservation advisory units without sanction of State law. This point is empha
sized in the New York report which follows.

The many roles of conservation commissions in a par ticu lar State cannot he 
appreciated solely by under standing the State ’s enabling law. Many commissions, 
for example, effectively serve as watchdogs over administration  of State and 
local laws concerning such mat ters  as water quality, air  quality, utility  line and 
highway route selection, and protection of coastal and inland wetlands. Although 
legal responsibility for such concerns typically goes to State  officials and local 
governing boards, in practice it often is  the local conservation commission which 
blows the whistle on a polluter or sees to it  that  no stream is diverted, parkland 
encroached upon, or marsh filled until the community understands what is at 
stake  and all the legal requirements are met.

There is no magic in the conservation commission concept tha t can overcome 
inadequate leadership on the par t of the commissioners or inadequate support 
from the political leaders of a community. As the official of one Sta te association 
of conservation commissions put it:  “It  cannot be emphasized too much that  
not all commissions are successful—far from it. Many do nothing but talk to 
each other and sometimes not even th at !”

Many of the more successful commissions do not consist entirely of “conserva
tionis ts,” in the narrow sense of having prior experience as leaders of citizen 
conservation groups or as professionals in the field. Contemporary conservation 
is moving away from an appeal to a rath er exclusive few to a better understand
ing of its importance as a social good important to all. Commissions need the 
services of civic leaders or aspiring civic leaders with a knack for getting things 
done, as much as of professional or amateur conservationists. A former State 
official in New England who has been a commission watcher since the movement’s 
beginning advises: “Don’t overlook the essential fact tha t the real strength of 
this movement and. most important, its underlying credibility, stems from the 
involvement of ordinary citizens in its affairs. Conservation commissioners are 
usually not ecologists and professional conservationists. Actually, I suspect they 
would he far less effective if they were.”

Finally, the Massachusetts invention is not one which must be copied in one 
uniform or “correct” fashion in order  to work elsewhere: ra ther the basic idea— 
of establishing within local government a focal point for environmental over
view and advocacy—is amenable to adaptation to a diversity of situations, State 
by State  and community by community.
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N EW  YO RK  : ONE  STA TE ’S EX PERIE N CE

The Massachusetts Town Conservation Commission idea first took hold beyond 
the borders of New England in 1967, in New York State.

Priscilla Redfield Roe, a resident of Long Is land ’s Suffolk County, was among 
those who played a leading role in bringing this about. Mrs. Roe had moved to 
Long Island in the early  1960’s from Massachusetts. There, as a member of the 
local League of Women Voters, she had helped establish  and then served on the 
Sudbury Conservation Commission. With the accelerat ing pressures of u rbaniza
tion even more drama tically evident on Long Island  than around Boston, she 
saw that  town and village governments in New York lacked adequate adminis 
trative and financial tools to control their environments.

In 1965 Irving Like, author  of the New York Conservation Bill of Rights, had 
persuaded the Long Island town of Babylon to establi sh a conservation commis
sion under general home rule authority  without reference to any special State  
law. As a member of a planning committee for nearby Brookhaven, Mrs. Roe had 
recommended similar  action for tha t town and eventually this was done when 
Brookhaven added conservation duties to a waterways  board.

This was local action, but to promote the conservation commission idea 
throughout the State Mrs. Roe decided to work for legislation on the Massa
chusetts model. Passage of the initial  State legislation resulted from a series 
of encounters between Priscilla Roe and two State legislators from Long Island.

In 1965, a t a planning conference on Long Island, Assemblyman Perry Duryea, 
Jr., was discussing New York’s matching grant program for recreation land 
acquisition. When he observed tha t few of the smaller local governments, the 
towns and villages, had taken advantage of this program, Mrs. Roe suggested 
tha t one reason was lack  of a clear assignment of responsibility for conservation 
planning and action a t the town level. She described the New England conserva
tion commissions and asked: “Why can’t we do something like this?”

At a Governor’s Conference on Natu ral Beauty called by Gov. Nelson 
Rockefeller in 1966, Mrs. Roe suggested to a panel on suburban development 
tha t conservation commission enabling legislation be included in the panel’s 
recommendations. New York, she said, had done well in recreation and con
servation planning on the  State level. “But on the town level there  is still for the 
most part  a vacuum. We lack the machinery. Town governing and planning 
boards are overburdened with other work. We need a special agency of town 
government to which we can assign quite definite responsibili ties for natu ral re
source planning and action.”

The panel members agreed. Suburban areas, thei r report said, can provide 
natu ral values for the benefit of the metropolitan  population as a whole, as 
“a stable component of the metropolitan complex, not merely partia lly devel
oped land in trans ition  from the countryside to core . . . moving outward like 
an expanding ripple.” The panel recommended tha t communities use such 
available tools as New York’s Municipal Open Space Easement Act, base local 
planning on natura l resource surveys, and emphasize public education. To help 
tie these together the panel called on the legislature to authorize municipalities 
to establish “something like the conservation commissions in Massachusetts and 
Connecticut.”

Assemblyman Duryea, who was a t the conference, asked Mrs. Roe to send him 
details of the Massachusetts program and said he would try  to get a bill through 
the legislature. He then referred the proposal to officials of the State conserva
tion department and several  other State  agencies. They were not enthu siastic ; 
their  views were unfavorab le and the m atter lapsed.

Later in 1966, Duryea invited some of his cons tituents to meet a representative 
of the Conservation Department seeking support for a referendum on a pro
posed $200 million park development bond issue. The proposal included a grant 
program for local governments. Again the point was raised tha t local govern
ments below the county level generally had not responded to earlier State  
incentive grants. Mrs. Roe emphasized not only the importance of local gov
ernments taking responsib ility for local resources, but also the importance of 
small areas—of projects too small for State  or even county a ttention. Both points  
struck a sympathetic chord with Duryea. He introduced legislation early  in 
1967, and iiis bill was co-sponsored by another Suffolk County Assemblyman, 
Peter  Costigan.

In the State Senate, meanwhile, Senator Leon Giuffreda had become inter
ested as a result  of hearings of the Join t Legislative Committee on Conserva
tion and Natural Resources, of which he was the ranking senate member. At
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one o f these heari ngs, held to ga the r ideas f or improv ement  of  conservation laws, 
the per sist ent  Mrs. Roe again rais ed questions of local responsibil ity and the 
tools needed for  the job. Sena tor Giuffreda reque sted the  same info rma tion  about  
Mas sach uset ts conservation  commiss ions t ha t h ad been se nt to Assemblyman Du r
yea, and  subsequent ly sponsored a Sena te companion to the  Dur yea  bill.

The Dur yea  bill dra fted in Alban y with help from  Sta te agenci es used parts  
of the  Mas sach uset ts law but  d id not  follow its  le ad thro ughout.  It  spoke of town 
conse rvation advisory councils ra th er  tha n conservation commissions. The ad
visory counci ls were not to be given the expl icit  au tho rity Mas sach uset ts com
missions have  to acquire land and mana ge lands , to accept gift s of land and 
easeme nts, or to set up a cons erva tion fund. And the New York bill was not tied 
in with Sta te financial incentives, as Mrs. Roe had  recommended. In this form 
the bill was passed by the Legis latu re in 1967 as section 64- b of the  New York 
Sta te town law. By Jun e 1969 some 20 New York towns —including eight of the 
10 town s in Long Isl and ’s Suffolk County—had formed  conservation adviso ry 
councils.

In  add ition to Mrs. Roe, princi pal  advocate of the  conse rvation commission 
idea in New York has been the Open Space Insti tut e. Says Charles E. Little , 
insti tut e execut ive vice pr es id en t: “The  only way to get any thin g done is to fix 
respo nsib ility  for it and to make th at  responsib ility as specific a s possible. Con
sequently , we urge mun icipa lities  to consid er a new kind of commission or coun
cil such as the  Massachusetts, Connecticut,  and even the  wea ker New York law 
calls for .”

The  Sta te’s Na tur al Bea uty  Commission—a coor dina ting  un it comprised of 
the heads of 10 Sta te agencies, and chaired  by the head  of the  Office for  Local 
Government—is tak ing  a diff eren t approach. Although Commission Director 
Cha rles  C. Morrison, Jr. , agre es th at  the re is a need fo r local conservation  
agencies, he believes th at  the  disadv antage s of section 64-b outweigh its adv an
tages. He ex plains :

“F irs t, 64- b doesn’t cover all types of the  1,600 mun icip alit ies in New York— 
villages, cities,  and counties, as well as towns. And unde r our  munic ipal home 
rule  law any  munic ipali ty can cre ate  an advisory body. Viewed from thi s per
spective  64- b is not necessary. Second, 64- b does not  reflect the  ‘new conserva
tion. ’ Local advisory units  should be empowered to deal with the  man-made 
aspe cts of envi ronm ental qual ity, as  well as with  na tura l feature s. Third , local 
advisory commissions should  be able  to  v ary  the  mem bership, duties, and relat ion 
to oth er local agencies according to local requ irem ents , and to amend  the ir laws 
at  will as their  programs  dev elo p; if they organize und er a special Sta te law 
they  a re  bound to the dut ies it  s ets  f or th. ”

Morrison notes th at  some mun icip alit ies have  forme d advisory  commissions 
und er gen eral  home r ule powers both  before and af te r passage of 6 4-b. He p oints 
to the  Rocklan d County Na tur al Beauty  Committee and Broome County Con
serv atio n Council, as well as the Babylon  and  B rookha ven agencies, as examples.

What New York needs, Morr ison says, is a strong prom otiona l and  servicing 
prog ram  by a Sta te agency with prim ary  responsib ility for  this,  complemented 
thro ugh  a state wide private assoc iation of local advisory commissions. In 1969, 
the  Na tur al Beauty Commission published a sample local law and action  for 
esta blish men t, under general au tho rity of New York’s municipa l home rule  
law, of munic ipal “advisory commissions for  conservation and na tural beau ty.”

Charles Lit tle  of the  Open Space In sti tu te  d iffers with Morrison. Lit tle empha
sizes the  pra ctic al value  of specific Sta te legislation  such as section 64-b, ra th er  
tha n its  legal necessi ty in New York. “The public rela tion s valu e of such a law’ 
is one of its gre at value s,” he says.  “I t gives the  c ivic lead ersh ip in a community  
someth ing specific to tal k to w’hen they tal k with  their  elected  officials. Th at ’s 
why even a weak 64-b  is bet ter  than  no Sta te law’ a t all. The imp ortant  thin g is 
th at  this thin g—this cons erva tion  commission idea—wo rks.”

Mrs. Roe agree s th at  the re is noth ing to prev ent communities  from setti ng up 
conservation agencies withou t reg ard  to section 64-b. “But ,” she says, “the fact  
is th at  few have  done i t, whe reas  having 64-b  in Sta te law helps  to give the coun
cils sta tu s as a per man ent featur e of local govern ment and  to render  them less 
depen dent on the w’him of any one  a dm inis trat ion .

“Moreover, aside  from the  benefi ts of simp licity  and cla rit y the re is mutual  
adv anta ge to working w’ith a somew’ha t unifo rm framewor k. Having somewhat 
the  same sta tus  as neighb oring town s fac ili tat es  join ing toge ther —on mutual  
pro ject s on the land, as w’ell as on m utu al concerns  before t he  legis latu re.” Among 
the lat ter , she sees a need for  New York’s conservation councils  to have  bet ter
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fiscal tools, includ ing a Sta te gr an t program similar  to Massachusetts , and a 
broader legislative cha rter .

Mrs. Roe notes th at  a town can assign add itio nal  duties to its  council if it so 
chooses, “including  recommenda tions  on any  aspect  of land or w ate r resource use, 
including esthetic aspects.” “Highway design and subdivision  regulations, for 
example, could perfectly  well be subjects of council recom mendations  concerning 
location, plant ing, drainage , open space provisions, et ceter a. At the same time 
there is no doubt  that  encompassing the other local governmen t ent itie s and 
encouraging atte ntion to the  effects of man-made construction  would strengthen 
the  New York legislation.”

Whatev er the ir name, form, or  author ity , by 1969 h ard ly a month  passed that  
a local conse rvation council, commission, board, or committee was n’t being estab 
lished somewhere  in New York Sta te.

“The thing is,” says Prisci lla Roe. “th at  more and more people are  realizing 
th at  the  Sta te and Fed era l Governments cannot do the whole job, that  there 
mus t be a focal poin t of environmental responsibi lity at  the  local level too.”

PRO SPECTS BEYOND TH E NORTHEA ST

What abou t the fu ture  of the  conservation commission movement—beyond 
the seven Sta tes  where i t has caught on, beyond the North eas t?

In Vermont, the only New Eng land Sta te which doesn’t have  commissions, 
an effor t i s expected to be made in the  1970 legisla ture  to secure  enabling legisla
tion. The idea has been discussed in Vermont for  years but, in pa rt because of 
an emphasis on promotion  of regional  planning  commissions, a consensus hasn’t 
yet been reached on a  need for conserva tion commissions. Some conse rvat ionists 
had felt  th at  given the  “rig ht” encouragem ent from the Sta te planning  office, 
these planning commissions could perfo rm the func tions of conservation com
missions. However. Justin Brand e of Middlebury , cha irman of the  Vermont  N at
ura l Resources Council, believes th at  many Vermont conservationist s have been 
somew hat disappointed in thi s expectation. The council la st  year decided to 
supp ort Sta te legislation  “lead ing to the establishme nt of town an d/or  regional 
conservation commissions sim ilar to those  presently  activ e in Massach uset ts.”

One indic ation  of expanding inter es t elsewhere around the  coun try is the 
origin  of inqu iries  about commiss ions received by the Massach usetts Department 
of Na tural Resources. George R. Sprague, dire ctor  of  the depar tment ’s division 
of conservation services which serve s the  commissions in Massachusett s, re
ports th at  the requests for info rma tion  average a dozen a week.

Ra the r often. Sprague says, queries  come from people who live in metro
poli tan suburban  areas or the area s ju st  beyond suburbia which  will become 
subu rban  next. This, as we have  seen, is where  many  of the  most activ e com
missions  in New’ England  are  located and w’here ini tia l intere st in the two 
newest  commission movements—those of New York and New’ Jersey—is keenest.

Some of the inqu iries  to Spragu e’s office indicate int ere st in tra nsfer rin g the 
conservation commission idea to coun ty or regional, ra ther  than  munic ipal gov
ernm ent elsewhere. In New’ Englan d, towns are  the p rincipal un it of local govern
ment and blanket rural  and suburban as well a s urban are as : county government 
is not a stron g force. Elsew here,  counties govern most of the undeveloped land  
where many  significant conserva tion options  remain. Tn some pa rts  of the  coun
try.  therefore, it appears  likely  th at  need will be fel t for  conservation com
missions ope rating a t the  county or regional level.

Some county governments in New York Sta te alre ady  are  experimenting with 
such conservation advisory units. And in Iowa, county  conservation boards 
which resemble the municipal conservation commissions of the  Northeas t in 
some ways, are  no longer  an experiment. Iowa’s county conservation boards,  
first authorized by the leg isla ture in 1955 (by Chapter 111A of the  Iowa code), 
now’ are  estab lished in 93 of the State’s 99 counties. Working thro ugh  these 93 
boards. Town counties by 1969 had  acqu ired and w’pre managing 623 conserva
tion and outdoor recre ation  area s totalin g 37,008 acres. According to H. W. 
Freed, dire ctor of county conservation  activitie s for  the Iowa  Sta te Conserva
tion Commission, their  county tax- supp orted budgets for  1968 tota led $5.1 
million. Many of the county board s in low’a have had  unusual success in winning 
bond issues  for conservation purposes  and in secur ing matching Federal  gran ts. 
County conservation hoards sim ila r to Iowa’s are operating on a smaller scale 
in Tennessee  and Illinois a nd also have been the subject of enabl ing legislation  in
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thorized by S tat e legislatio n.

The re a re  oth er flickerings of in ter est  around the co un try :
In Flo rida, a conservation  commission-like propos al on a regio nal river basin 

basis has  been proposed as pa rt of a Sta te government reor ganizat ion plan. 
Robe rt M. Haynes , a former cha irm an of the Boxford (M ass .) Conserva tion 
Commission, took the idea with  him when he moved to Lake Wales, Fla., and saw 
a need for  some type of local act ion -stimu lato r comparable to the commission he 
had served in Massa chuset ts.

Across the  country in Santa Ba rbara , Calif.—en viron ment alized by an offshore 
oil well blowout early in 1969—the  city  council a few months lat er  established 
an environm enta l qual ity advisory board. A physicist, How ard A. Wilcox, was 
named cha irm an of this  five-man c onserva tion  commission-like agency, and City 
Councilman Alan Eschenroeder, who proposed the board, was named  the coun
cil’s liaison to it. The board’s assignm ent is br oa d: to advise  the  council on ac
tions nece ssary  for “preservation  or impro vement of both the na tu ra l environ
ment of San ta Ba rba ra and man ’s r ela tionsh ip to such envi ronm ent.” In addit ion 
to oil pollutio n, ini tia l task s include a pesticide  study , a review of the  city ’s ha r
bor dredg ing program , and study  of a proposed highw ay proj ect th at  would put 
an est uar y to the bulldozer.

To the  nor th, several cities on the  San Fran cisco penin sula were looking into 
the feas ibil ity of commissions. And acro ss the  bay in Berkeley, City Councilman 
Thomas  McLaren in 1969 intro duce d an ordin ance  to esta blish  a Berke ley Con
serv ation Commission. As M cLaren envisaged  it, the  proposed commission would 

, augm ent present program s of the city’s planning and park commissions by “ta k
ing a bro ade r perspect ive,” by actively  seeking to conserve open spaces and San 
Fran cisco  Bay  shoreline, and by cla rify ing  the ecological imp act of proposed 
large-scale bayshore  development proj ects . Its recom menda tions would be pre 
sented to the  ci ty council for final actio n. McLaren also sees a role for such a city 
commission in providing liaison with the  new region al San Fran cisco Bay Con
servation  and  Development Commission.

T. J. Kent,  Jr. , professor of city planning at  the Univ ersity of Cali forn ia, and 
head of a team  which in 1969 produced a rep ort on “The Case for Open Space in 
the  San Fran cisco Bay Area.” agre es with McLaren. “We need someth ing like 
conse rvation commissions in the  bay area  because we need action,  and because 
we need public express ion of an ecological viewpoint,” K ent says.

Charles Litt le, of the Open Space In st itu te  in New York City, thin ks Califo rnia 
may be the nex t Sta te to set up local actio n machinery  along conservation com
mission lines. “I expect th at  Cal ifor nia,  probab ly the  bay area , is next because 
people the re are  realiz ing th at  they  don’t need to define the ir conservation prob
lems fu rth er ,” he says. “The need is for  action,  and the first step in the action 
process is to  set up b ette r mach inery  f or action.”

The grou nd would seem to be equally ferti le in many other metropolitan  re
gions. Many of the environme ntal problems of the  Seat tle or Cinc inna ti metro 
poli tan are as,  for example, are  not ess ent ially diffe rent from those of the Boston 
are a or of the  New Jers ey fringes  o f the  metropolis arou nd New York City.

How the  conse rvation commission movement far es in New Jer sey  will indeed 
provid e the  best tes t yet of its tra ns ferabil ity  to many other pa rts  of the Nation. 
And this young est of the progeny of the  idea invented out of a need some fe lt to 
save a coa stal  marsh in Mas sach usetts a dozen years ear lier , is a rema rkably 
hea lthy  an d fast-g rowing youngster.

“Our  local governments are  form ing commissions at  the  ra te  of about one a 
week,” David Moore of t he Nort h Jer sey  C onservation Fou nda tion  reported  in the  
fal l of 1969, ju st  a year  af te r New Jerse y’s enabl ing law was passed. “We’ve 
counted 54 new ones since the  first of the yea r and we can 't keep up with  it,” he 

said.
If  conserv ation  commissions do succeed in making citie s and  subu rbs better 

places  to live  in in New J ersey , where the  city-county form s of local government 
are  more sim ilar to those  of the rest of the country  tha n are  New Eng land ’s 
towns, the re seems to be no reason  why they will not succeed in many  other par ts 
of the coun try beyond t he Northeast.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Howe, and all four of our panelists. 
You have made a real contribu tion to these hearings.

The poin t has been made by almost every witness t hat  frequently 
governmental agencies work at cross purposes—one of you mentioned
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the Agriculture  Department subsidizing drainage in the duck breed
ing areas, and the Inte rio r Department endeavoring to get farmers to 
reflood the same potholes.

If  I  am not mistaken, Mrs. Clusen, you have got  some classic cases 
right in your own f ron t yard in Green Bay, Wis. As I recall it , you 
have a very valuable estuarine marsh, Atkinson’s Marsh, which is 
very close to the city ; is that  righ t ?

Mrs. Clusen. Yes, along the bay shore.
• Mr. R euss. I s i t not a fact tha t the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

is now busy using that marsh as a fill for some of the spoil that  it 
tlredges out of the river ? And it is fast ru ining it ?

Mrs. Clusen. It  certa inly is. In fact, the corps had a hearing on 
where the site would be t ha t the fill would be taken from last summer 
at which I  appeared, and the city officials and a number of interested 
citizens all asked the  corps to find someplace else to take the landfill 
from, because this is a duck habi tat among o ther things. The upshot 
of this seemed to be tha t this  was the only place it  could be done, ac
cording to them, and it is now underway.

In  addition to that, the c ity also had proposed developing this as an 
industrial park. So the local government was responsible, too, for  the 
left hand not knowing what the right hand was doing.

Mr. Reuss. Did the Corps of Engineers make any cost studies of 
how much more it would cost to dump the spoils someplace other than 
in the marsh?

Mrs. Clusen. Yes, they  did, and this was a par t of the argument. 
There really was, as I recall it, very li ttle  publicity given to the final 
decision or on what basis it  was reached. I t just happened.

Mr. Reuss. And the corps is going right head, continuing to destroy 
this ma rsh ?

Mrs. Clusen. They are working there now, yes.
Mr. Reuss. Dumping into it ?
Mrs. Clusen. Yes. I  am afraid  it  is wi th the cooperation and assist

ance of our city fathers . T ha t is what makes me so careful in not want
ing to lay th is completely a t the door of the corps.

Mr. Reuss. It  is being done with the cooperation of the Corps of 
Engineers and the city fathers, but the League of Women Voters is 

*. agains t it?
Mrs. Clusen. It is not with  our cooperation, no.
Mr. Reuss. Dr. Smith raised a very fundamental and interest ing, 

point that T would like to explore. The Full Employment Act of 
• 1946. to which we are all very devoted, specifies as our nat ional goals

maximum production, maximum purchasing power, and maximum 
employment. Maximum purchasing power and maximum employment 
are not before us today. But  that  maximum production  goal, as I 
pointed out, Dr. Smith, may lead not only to the diversion of re
sources from essential things into foolish things—which is perhaps 
the price we have to pay for  a free enterprise system—but also to 
the concentration on the mere accumulation of physical goods, with
out even looking at whether the production of those goods, or the 
goods themselves, harm the environment.

Have you considered, or has any other member of the panel con
sidered, whether Congress ought  to revisi t the 1946 act to see whether
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the economic imperative of more and more production every year is 
really always in the national interest?

Dr. Smith . Well, I think  several things happened at the passage 
of the act and later. Firs t of all, the climate in which this act was 
enacted is very important because all of us had girded our loins 
for the inevitable consequences of the ghast ly depression tha t was to 
follow World War II.  We had the experience of the 1930s very 
fresh in our minds.

As a result it seems to me we went a lit tle overboard in subscribing 
to the number of things tha t you mentioned. Pa rt of our present 
difficulty is in the quantification measurements of standards of liv ing. 
You do this by a variety of means.

You can do it by any of the national income counts, the most classic 
of which I  suppose is the gross national product, which simply rep
resents market value of all of the goods and services produced in a 
given year at curren t prices. Some of these services are absolutely 
frivolous and nonsensical, while others are highly deleterious.

You might say, how do you do this in a free enterprise system? 
I Tow do you prevent these consequences ? I do not know the answers. 
If  we are going to have effective control on the environment, we are 
going to have to spend more of our funds collectively—which is a 
nice way of saying we are probably going to have to raise taxes. Not 
necessarily the tax legislation that just passed.

There is no question in my mind tha t certain kinds of taxes must 
be levied. 1 do not know how you resolve certain conflicts. Mr. Howe 
and others have suggested some of the difficulties. The solution to 
the transpor tation problem may be much more compatible with the 
environment if you use one method rather  than another. It  may cost 
more or less, but in either event, a political factor is almost as difficult 
as the economic one.

We have the classic case here in this city. We have a public trans
porta tion system tha t is ludicrous, and it is not the responsibility 
necessarily of the transporta tion faci lities we have.

We have the problem we have to live with day in and day out, 
with one-driver cars going to and from work. This is the height of 
inefficiency. As a public we cannot stand it. If  we were a corporation 
and the management insisted on this  kind of operation, we would 
fire him. But we do it consistently in city af ter city.

We need to improve our transportation facilities, our intercity  
and what we call city-link transportat ion facilities, and it need not 
involve a single solution. I  am not saying get rid  of all of the auto
mobiles or highways, but other methods must be investigated on a 
total-approach basis, with environmental costs included.

Mr. Howe has suggested some implementation of programs by 
utiliz ing fully  and appropria tely the existing institutions. Certainly 
this is one area in which the Departmen t of Transportation  should 
be called to account.

Air. Reuss. There are certain ly many, many complications tha t I 
can see in revisi ting the concept of maximum growth.

One is tha t while we have got great growth in automatic swizzle 
sticks and electric toothbrushes, as you point out, we haven’t had 
enough growth in goods to give the food and clothing and shelter to 
the poor one-fifth of our people t ha t they have a human rig ht to.
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Another hangup is that  under our system, maximum production 
has been the key to maximum employment.

Dr. Smith. That is right .
Mr. Reuss. I thin k we all do want maximum employment, so tha t 

we have to be a little carefu l about mor tifying the flesh too much 
about these material istic goods—we have to find some way of seeing 
tha t, somehow or other, people have those jobs.

A thi rd hangup is t ha t also, under our system, the way the Fed 
eral Government and most State and local governments get money 
to build the fine sewage processing plants, air  pollution  reduction 
equipment, parks and playgrounds tha t we all want is from the ex
panding gross national product.  Th is means tha t the Federa l Govern
ment’s tax take has more to bite on.

So before we amend the concept of maximum production,  we are 
going to have to think of how, consistent with more attention to the 
environment, we can keep our goal of jobs for everybody and adequate 
national  revenues, while doing something about our submerged poor 
in this country.

I would appreciate any thoughts any of you have on this.
Dr. Smith. I  want to be responsive to what you have said, but I am 

not at all sure tha t the problem is amending out the full production 
and full employment. I  think  it is a matter of direction. I th ink it is a 
matter af allocation, r ath er than it is o f total or absolute magnitudes.

Mr. Reuss. As you know, the law now contains the naked words 
“maximum production.” If  one put “of a proper mix of private and 
public goods” in parentheses  af ter the word “production," would that 
perhaps be helpful ?

Dr. Smith . Yes. For example, it would occur to me if you set up a 
mass tran sit system, I don’t know how many x dollars this would 
cost. Maybe there would be some dimunition in expenditures on p ri
vate automobiles, but there  would also be an increase in the other ex
penditures. It doesn't occur to me that you automatically come to the 
conclusion that in the long  run there will be a d imunition in total pro
duction and jobs. You will have some frictional problems in employ
ment, things of this nature , but I think this  is going on all of the time 
anyway for one reason or another.

It would occur to me the Government could very well take some 
leadership. The grants-in-aid programs are a good example. The 
Land and Water Conservation Fund , as the chairman knows, has a 
50-50 sharing  provision. It  has been a little over tha t—I think 60 to 
the States. The S tate must submit a recreational program to the Fed 
eral Government and then  the moneys a re dispensed in the usual a p
propriation procedure.

We have a number o f cases where the State has established a park  
or similar area with these funds, only to have another Federal aid 
gran t program come ba rging right through  the park with a highway. 
Now, the highway usually prevails, because their matching money is 
90 percent from the Federal  Government.

In short, we have two Federal  grant-in-aid programs on a collision 
course with one another. Somehow, some way, there ought to be some 
means by which this could be better coordinated.

I am not seeking perfection, but the abundance of these conflicts in 
the last 5 to 6 years has had significant impacts  on the environment.



148

Mr. Reuss. Well, I would end up this phase of the discussion by 
saying tha t both as a member of this subcommittee and as a member 
of the Joint  Economic Committee, I need all of the help I can get 
from you on th is concept of what maximum production should be.

Let me turn briefly to another interes ting phase that  was discussed 
by Dr. George and Mr. Howe—the internationa l aspect of the 
environment.

It  is encouraging th at there will be in 1972 a United Nations Inter 
national Environmental Conference, out of which may come some 
good things.

I happened to be over in the Federal Republic of Germany about 
a week ago and had a chance to have some lengthy discussions with 
the Chancellor and Foreign Minister and other governmental leaders 
there. And I suggested to them that  West Germany and the United 
States both had the same problems of polluted rivers, polluted  air, 
and rapidly less habitable land—the whole environmental gamut— 
and that both countries had a very considerable scientific and tech
nological capacity. And many of the solutions to these problems could 
stand some scientific research and development and demonstration 
programs on new systems of mass transporta tion, new systems of 
composting garbage, disposing of solid waste, a better system of sew
age disposal than  the present 50-year-old system that  we have, new 
systems of air pollution control and so on.

And it occurred to me that  perhaps you have to start  somewhere, 
but on an open-ended basis, available to other nations, and tha t the 
West Germans and this country could concert some of our research 
and development and demonstrat ion programs in the environmental 
field, portion out the work, and do it on a joint basis, so that instead 
of working in isolation to see how to take phosphates out of deter
gents, we could do it jointly.

There was considerable receptiv ity to that  idea and the Federal 
Republic has put their  scientific adviser on the problem to see if 
there isn’t some opportunity, on an open-ended basis, for jointly  
funded or jointly managed research and development programs.

I would be interested in the reaction of the panel to the idea of 
international izing our attack on the problems of the environment.

Mr. Howe. I would volunteer tha t there are great, opportunities 
in this area, sir. While mv own organization is not. involved in 
technical research, I sense, from those who are that they are finding 
increasingly fertile  lines of communication with specialists abroad 
and with developments abroad.

I would add tha t there are oppor tunities and, I think, almost 
responsibilities, for the United States, as I have, implied, to offer 
its knowledge and experience in places where pollution controls, 
setting aside of open space, and the. preservation of wildlife, are 
not foremost in the community mind because economic productivity  
is. We have a responsib ility to generate a kind of sophistication about 
the environment, a sense which we are coming to rath er late and 
afte r great deprivation of our own surroundings.

I think  it is possible for very powerfu l pressure groups to arise 
overnight around the construction industr ies in rapidly developing 
countries, as they have, to a considerable extent in this country. In
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addition to exporting not jus t sheer technology, we should offer help 
in cultivating  effective civic responsibility—what the League of 
Women Voters knows how to do so well—in developing countries.

Mr. Reuss. If  the League of Women Voters could export the prin
ciple that  women should be allowed to vote, for instance.

Mrs. Clusen. I might say it  has been interesting to me to watch 
how the foreign policy p art  of the  League’s position, which it has long 
had, and the environmental business, which I  have been involved in, 
are coming closer together and we are indeed finding some overlap
ping of interests.

I was thinking  as Mr. Howe was talking of mv recent involvement in 
the UNESCO  conference at San Francisco on Man and His Envi ron
ment, in which there was considerable discussion of exactly what you 
are suggesting—that we do more to regard the environment and pollu
tion problems as worldwide and learn to share expertise and tech
nological advances, without rega rd to national barriers.

Mr. Reuss. Mr. Hicks?
Mr. Hicks. No questions, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Smith . Mr. Chairman, I did have one other item of interest. 

The Coors Brewery in Colorado has come up with an idea: Because 
plastic and throwaway containers in which many products are sold 
constitute much of our solid waste disposal problem, they have gone 
back to the use of aluminum cans. As a result they offer 10 cents a 
pound for aluminum cans, and they recycle the use of  them. In this 
fashion, they minimize the problem of disposal.

Though an inventive but not awe-inspir ing answer, it is a star t by 
one business to do something about the solid waste disposal problem.

Mr. R euss. This brings up something which I think  every panelist 
hinted at th is morning, and I would like to ask a question based on it:

Is it the view of members o f the panel th at, in respect to pollution 
problems generally, efforts should be made—and the Government of 
course has  to take the lead—to impose the cost of pollution control on 
industries and their  consumers and thus that  industries which dis
charge pollutants into municipal systems should by and large be com
pelled in some way to pay for those partic ular  costs?

The users of bottles and containers should perhaps have to pay 
some, sort of a tax which would be used for solid waste disposal, and 
the existence of which would also be an incentive, then, fo r them to do 
what Coors is doing in Denver, or to have returnable bottles or de
gradable cans.

Does the panel in general—and we can’t get into legislative specifies 
here—subscribe to the idea that  to the maximum feasible extent in
dustrial degradation of the environment ought to be repaired by 
those industries that are causing the trouble, and that  the cost should 
go into their cost of production ?

Mr. Howe. It is my view tha t what you are saying is not only f air 
and appropria te, but it is also the route to efficiency in the handling 
of wastes.

I would like to toss out  the observation also that I am continually 
disappointed by the fact tha t when we enter into discussions with in
dustria l representatives about the handl ing of waste materials—the 
prevention of pollution for example in the power industry—the mate
rial that  comes out shows us how many millions of dol lars the capital
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investment to prevent thermal pollution would be. But rarely  are we 
given th is figure as a percentage of the homeowners’ or anyone else's 
utili ty rate.

I think  tha t when such percentages are worked out this becomes a 
very small portion of the cost to the consumer. We have, across the 
land, been voting rather consistently to tax ourselves for new waste 
treatment, to get clean water. I thin k that  if the additional costs of 
adequate air  and water pollution control, were shown to consumers 
as a rather small portion of the cost of goods and services, which they 
are, we would be moving much faster toward what you are suggest
ing than we now are.

Dr. Smith . Mr. Chairman, I want to speak to this, because there 
are arguments as to whether industry should bear the cost of environ
mental cleanup or whether it should be shifted to the consumer. In 
reality, this is the old textbook case of shift ing and incidence of 
taxation. Any cost upon industry will find a reaction by the industry,  
depending upon the structure of the market in which they buy or 
sell. They may shif t it backward in terms of reduction, or dampen
ing down some wage increases. They may shift  it backward in terms 
of reduced dividends to stockholders, and they may shift it forward 
in terms of the prices to consumers. There will be a series of options 
as to who ultimately pays the bill. It  will be part ly the management 
of the company, partly the consumers, part ly the taxpayers, and 
part ly the dividend holders, depending on the critical market situa
tion of the firm.

I do share with Mr. Howe, however, the idea tha t if it is totally or 
partially shifted  to the consumer, first it isn’t going to be something 
of significant magnitude in most instances. Secondly, it may even 
make the company more efficient, and as a result not cause a signifi
cant increase in their  costs. Thi rdly , I am quite convinced that  the 
American public is willing to pay th is price.

There was an effort made by the Congress, of which the chairman 
knows full well, to raise appropriations from $214 million, what the 
two previous administ rations suggested for funding the water pollu
tion abatement act, $800 million. This could not have been done if 
there had not been a good groundswell on the part  of the American 
people in behalf of this increase. They know this is going to cost 
money, they know somebody is going to have to pay for it, and they 
are pret ty well aware of the fact it is going to be them.

Dr. George. Mr. Chairman, may I just say a few words on that? I 
suppose everything  is more complicated than it would at first appear. 
And the answer to this, as Dr. Smith has pointed out, is exceedingly 
difficult and complex. I think one of the problems is tha t we have 
inherited a lot of difficulties, and it would be difficult to ask industry 
to clear up all the problems that  we have created for ourselves in a 
couple of hundred years.

At the moment I live in Pennsylvania, and if you came up there I 
suppose I  would be inclined to show you our assets, and we have a 
great S tate. B ut we have held this republic together for  200 years, and 
I am telling you I could show you some real blights  too. I could 
show you acid mine drainage tha t would make you weep. I  could show 
you strip mines that would make you sob to look at them. These th ings 
are done. We have cities and underneath them we have mines burning,
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abandoned mines, and some of the citizens’ homes are actually sink
ing down into the ground in places. Now these thing s are actually oc
curring . They occurred par tly because I  think society evolves. When 
we were a pioneer community we took on the old world. We licked 
them par tly because we had a good chunk of real estate and par tly 
because at tha t stage in our society we could exploit our resources.

Today I think we are a lot more mature , and in the matur ity of our 
society I  th ink we achieve a sophistication whereby we have different 
value system judgments. And more than tha t, I think  today we have 
the energy reserve whereby we can begin to repair some of the things 
we have wrought. As a pioneer economy I don’t think  we could. I 
think  this becomes part icularly important  to remember when we 
export our  technology to emerging nations. They are still t ryin g to get 
the surplus energy that gives us the affluence we have. And they can
not afford some of the cleanup measures that we a re now tryi ng to 
institute.

We are at a stage in our technological maturity , our society’s ma
tur ity , th at we have never reached before. I  th ink we can tackle these 
problems, I think  it will take increased taxes, but very recently I heard 
a statement by a colleague of Mr. Howe t ha t perhaps  we are spending 
less of our gross nat ional  product on environmental quality today than 
we were a decade ago. The statement was made last week.

Mr. Reuss. I  was glad to hear you refer to the recent successful fight 
for $800 million instead of $214 million appro priat ion for sewage 
treatment plan t construction gran ts in the c urren t fiscal year. As you 
know, there is another fight developing for full funding under the 
Federal Water  Pollu tion Control Act of $1.25 billion for the sewage 
treatm ent construction gran ts programs for the next fiscal year. Can 
we rely on the help of you and your organization ?

Dr. S mith. I gathe r we continue to be the only conservation org ani
zation that  is a registered lobbying group with moneys that come to 
us not being ta x deductible. We have started a ra the r significant cam
paign to suppo rt the efforts of those who want  to fully fund this 
program and I think the chance of it being accomplished are pret ty 
good. If  you will recall, we were warned all of  the way through the last 
battle it wouldn’t do any good, because even i f we got the increased 
amount, this amount would be impounded by the Bureau of the Budg
et and it  would not be spent.  All Presidents are political animals, and 
I think  they see the handwr iting  on the wall just  as in this case we 
are assured the money will be spent.

Mr. R euss. Yes; but keep up your vigilance, because it  is not. only 
necessary to get money authorized and appropria ted, and obligated, 
and unfrozen, and spent, but to prevent its being stretched out so 
that it really does not do a job.

Dr. Smith . Vigilance, Mr. Chairman, is more or less a way of life 
with us, so I appreciated the admonition.

Mr. Reuss. Mr. Indritz ?
Mr. I ndritz. All of the  panelists  mentioned the work of the Federal 

Government sometimes adversely affecting the environment. I be
lieve all of you mentioned the importance of local organiza tions in 
monitoring  and observing. And yet I was somewhat distressed, Mr. 
Howe, by your comment on page 4 that  the citizen groups report  they 
face difficulty in iden tifying and obtaining inform ation tha t they
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of other governmental proposals affecting the environment. I would 
like to ask whether all of you panelists are aware of a recent Magna 
Carta  enunciated by Congress in the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969, which was signed jus t the first of this  year? Section 102 of 
tha t act specifies that  all agencies of the Federa l Government must 
include a detailed statement by the ir responsible officials with re
spect to major projects which will affect the environment. They must 
show in tha t statement the environmental impact of the proposed 
action, the adverse environmental effects, the alternatives to the pro
posed action, the relationship between the short-run and the long- 
run effects, and any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of re
sources which would be involved in the proposed action.

It  then goes on to say—and this  is what I would like to ask you 
about—that copies of these statements  and the comments and views, 
which they must get from every agency of the Government, must be 
made available to the public as well as accompany the proposals to 
all existing agency review processes. My question to you is: Are 
your organizations publicizing this new Magna Carta,  so that all 
local and civic organizations have a chance to obtain such information 
which Federal agencies must, under the law, give you now? Are 
you doing what you should, as concerned local organizations do to 
monitor the effects of these proposals?

Mr. H owe. Yes sir; we certain ly will be repor ting this develop
ment. And I certainly agree with you tha t it is a most important one 
and we are very hopeful it will help surmount some of the problems 
I have been describing. Perhaps I should have referred to it. How
ever. this is performance to be anticipated , and we must remain hope
ful it is as effective as the wording von read intends.

There is a re lated condition th at almost alone justifies the existence 
of many citizen conservation organizations. The very complexity 
of environmental information requiring transla tion into civic under
standing. I submit that  there may be steps Federal agencies can take 
tha t will help everyone understand the full meaning of presently 
very complex project justification procedures, both in economic and 
scientific terms. This now is the very difficult work of many conserva
tion organizations struggling  to ride with agency programs and 
interpre t constantly  the nature of specific project development pro
posals and overall policy.

Bui 1 think what you are saying is a hopeful sign. I should have 
recognized it.

Hr. Smith. T think this is very effective. T want to add one thing: 
This is on the assumption of course that  the environment is going to 
be No. 1 affected, and apparently No. 2 adversely affected. I t is a very 
strange thin g—there are bureaus or branches of the Government that 
feel thei r activities enhance the environment. This therefore, becomes 
very difficult because they do not feel that  it is incumbent upon them 
to go through the processes of which you speak. I have discussed this 
with some councils and they have disturbed  me greatly  with thei r in
terpre tation  of it.

1 T he  te x t of th e N at io nal  E nvir onm en ta l Pol ic y Act  of 1969 (P ub li c Law  91 -1 90 , 83 
S ta t.  852, Ja n u a ry  1, 19 70 ),  ap pe ar s in  th e  ap pe nd ix  of th is  hea ri ng  reco rd , pp . 32 7-33 1.
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Mr. I ndritz. May I suggest section 102(c) does not use the word 
“adversely.”

Dr. Smith. I t jus t says “affect.”
Mr. I ndritz [reading] :
Sha ll  * * * in clud e in  ev er y reco m m en da tion  or  re port  on  pr op os al s fo r legi s

la tion  an d o th er m aj or F edera l ac tion s sign ifi ca nt ly  af fe ct in g th e qual ity  of  
hu m an  en vi ro nm en t, * * *.

Therefore, if it improves the environment, they have to go through 
the procedure, gettin g the statements  and review by all concerned 
agencies, and having those statements  made available to the public.

Dr. Smith . This is very important information for  us.
Mr. I ndritz. My question to you was whether your organizations 

are taking steps to publicize this Magna Carta that was recently en
acted into law to your local constituencies throughout  the country ?

Dr. Smith . We are in the process of doing this, and I think  Mr. 
Ilowe indicated he was, too. The only reason for my concern is the 
fact that I felt that this language  which you just read in the  statute 
is in for some rather intere sting  interpretations by some of the agen
cies downtown. I  alert the committee to this.

Mr. I ndritz. I f you get such interpretations , would you apprise the 
chairman of the committee of it ?

Dr. Smith. I  will be very happy to.
Dr. George. Mr. Chairman, I think  we are dealing with a situation 

today where we have almost a bewildering array of acts and some
body has to review these meaningfu lly. I have yet to find a Federal 
agency tha t says their purpose in doing a par ticu lar job or following 
a par ticu lar action is to hu rt the quality of the environment. They 
are all quite convinced that they are acting in the best interes t of the 
American people, you see. They are fully convinced of this. Somebody 
with an ecological slant needs to review this. This is why I asked for  
this strong ecological review. I will grant  you the Council on Environ
mental Quality  is supposed to  do this. But  it is going to be a very big 
problem. You already have an ad hoc committee on the environment; 
you. Mr. Chairman, were instrumental in sett ing it up. You have 130 
advisers on tha t committee. But  even this is a handful of people. They 
have been concerned with ecology all of their lives, but they are over
whelmed. Ecologists are overwhelmed today. There are only a handful 
of them and they can’t review everything. We will do what we can to 
review any actions as a result of this new Magna C arta, hut the si tua
tion is going to he a lot more difficult. I think, than  the act would 
indicate.

Mr. I ndritz. You make an assumption which troubles me a little 
hit. You said the Federal agencies which are concerned feel they are 
working in the public interest on environmental matters. However, 
I think you overlook the fact tha t the statute requires a responsible 
Federal official to consult with, and obtain the comments of, any 
Federal agency which has jurisdiction by law or special expertise 
with respect to any environmental impact involved. We all know 
that  there are many Federal agencies that  work at cross-purposes and 
have different points of view. Why don’t civic groups, like yours, 
take advantage of these conflicting approaches of the different agen
cies. Thus, if the Corps of Engineers or the Bureau of Reclamation
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is eng aged in a pa rt ic ula r pro jec t, there  may  be a diff erent point  of 
view by the  Agr icul tu re  De pa rtm en t, or  by the  Fi sh  and AA i ldl ife  
Service , or the Geo logical  Survey . You cou ld be very he lpf ul in 
ob tai ning  th ei r co nt ra st in g points of  view as the  statut e requir es,  
and make t hem  available to the public .

I sugg est again  th at  you ought to reexam ine  th is  grea t sta tu te , 
sec tion  102 of  the  act , an d make it widely kno wn to all of  your  con 
sti tu en t org ani zat ion s.

Mrs . Clusen. M r. Ch airm an , may  I ju st  say a wor d in response  to 
the  gentl em an's que stio n, because  I do see the role  of org aniza tio ns  
much as you ind ica te in br ingi ng  ou t the conf licts  between var iou s 
par ts  of  the  Gover nment . I th in k one of  the  pro blems which exists  
is th at  Federal  agencies,  when  the y re fe r to the pub lic , do not  always  
mean the same pub lic we do. At  leas t one Fe de ra l agency  th inks  of 
the public  in  terms  of  loca l governm ent—p lann in g officials, and  so 
fo rth,  not  laym en. Bu t we are  aware  of  t he  act,  an d we will  ce rta inly  
do wh ate ver we can to mak e it usable. I know we will all  be hopin g 
th at  the re will not  be a lag betw een promis e and perfo rmance in  it.

Mr . Reuss. We  h ad a class ic exa mple of  w ha t you  were  jus t ta lk ing 
about, Mrs . Clusen, in con nec tion  wi th our subcom mit tee  hearings 
on the degradati on  of  Sa n Fra nci sco  Bay. There —counsel can check  
me if  I am no t re po rt ing th is  corre ctly—in a lan dfi ll issue before  the  
Co rps of  Engin eer s, objec tion was made and reques ts to test ify  at a 
he ar ing were mad e by some 80 dif fer ent individu als  and con serva
tio n org aniza tions,  t ha t were  upset  about the  ecological effect the  pr o
posed land fill  would have . But  because  a public  agency , the  Cal ifor 
nia  Resources Agency ha d said, fo r reasons unknown, it  wou ld no t 
objec t to it,  the  corps went right ahead,  did  no t ho ld a heari ng , did  
no t give these prote ste rs an  op po rtu ni ty  to be heard . They issued 
the pe rm it,  dism issing the 80 peop le as citizen s who we ren ’t en tit led  
to  be he ard . I s th at  about ri ght ?

Mr. I ndritz. Yes, but it is the  ch ai rm an ’s view, and pre sum ably 
the c ommittee ’s view, th at  t hat  ou ght to  be changed .

Mr.  R e uss . T here a re, a lso, ma ny such cases.
I)r . S mith. M r. Ch air man , we had a pro blem re la tin g to the  AVater 

Yal ley Dam in Arkansas some ye ars  ago. Th is was au tho riz ed  in 1938, 
an d we have been opposin g the ap prop ria tio ns  fo r it. AYe fina lly 
th ou gh t we had detecte d a po in t th at  t he  c orps had missed as to thei r 
own regu latio n and  ru lemak ing pro cedures. They caug ht  us, how 
ever , by po in tin g to a publi c he ar ing held on December 8, 1941.

Mr. Reuss. Well , th an k you very much, Dr . Geo rge , Dr . Sm ith , 
Mr. Howe and Mrs . Clusen , fo r yo ur  ext rem ely  va lua ble  co ntr ibu
tions  toda y to th e su bco mm ittee he arings.

AYe will now s tan d in ad jour nm en t un til  10 o’clock tom orrow m orn
ing  in th is  place .

(The reup on , at  11:55 a.m., the subcom mit tee was ad jou rned , to 
reconvene a t 10 a.m., Th ur sd ay , F eb ru ary 5,1970.)



THE ENVIRONMENTAL DECADE 

(Action Proposals for the 1970’s)

TH U R SD A Y , F E B R U A R Y  5, 19 70

H ouse of R epr ese ntatives ,
Conservation and  Natural  R esources S ubco mmittee

of th e  C omm itte e on G ove rnm ent  O per ations,
TVa&lwngtdn, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 2154, Rayburn House 
Office Building, Hon. Henry  S. Reuss (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding.

Pre sen t: Representat ives Henry  S. Reuss and  Paul  N. McCloskey, 
Jr .

Staff members present: Phineas  Indritz , chief counsel; Josephine 
Scheiber, research analyst ; J. P. Carlson, minor ity counsel, Commit
tee on Government Operations.

Mr. Reuss. Good morning.
The Conservation Subcommittee will be in order for a continuation 

of its hearings into “Action Proposals for the Environment Decade of 
the 1970’s.''

We have with us this morning Mr. Ted Pankowski, conservation 
associate, the Izaak  Walton League of America; Mr. Michael McClos
key, executive director of the Sierra  Club, and there will be join ing 
us shortly Mr. Charles H. Callison, executive vice president of the 
National Audubon Society, who is on his way from New York.

We welcome you here, gentlemen. Your statements under the rules 
will be admitted into the  record in full.

Would you now proceed, Mr. Pankowski ?

STATEMENT 0E TED PANKOWSKI, CONSERVATION ASSOCIATE, THE 
IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA

Mr. P ankowski. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
T am Ted Pankowski, conservation associate for the Izaak Walton 

League of America. In  behalf of mv organization, and personally, I 
apprecia te this opportuni ty to comment. In essence what I have sug
gested in my written statement are the following:

1. That an action program for  the environment should get a t the ob
vious problems first. The most pervasive of these are  the contamina
tion of our water and air . For tunately, they ap pear  to be the most man
ageable. W ith respect to our waters, one-third of the pollutants can be 
attributable to industrial  sources, one-third to municipal sewage, and 
one-third  to all others, including silt, pesticides, thermal discharges, 
and so forth.
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For ou r ai r, 60 perc ent  of  t he  pro blem has been es tim ate d to be a t
tri bu tabl e to  the  in ter na l com bus tion  engine, pr im ar ily  m oto r vehicles. 
Whil e these are  na tionwide  a nd  av erage rules of  thum b, I believe if we 
ge t at  these po llu tan ts first, we wil l, as the y say on cam pus , “Give 
the  E art h  a Chance .” W ith  respec t to one of  thes e problem s—-the 
mu nic ipa l sewage tre atmen t pl an t—i f the  ad min is tra tio n’s environ
menta l message, to be ann ounce d next week, is u nrespo nsive,  I believe 
we will see a con tinuation of  t he  “ Cit izens Crusa de fo r Clean W ater .”

2. We sho uld  be m oving to ward a m inim um o f seco nda ry tre atm en t 
fo r mu nic ipa l disc harges  an d te rt ia ry  tre atm en t fo r wa ter resources 
which can  be classified as en vir on mental disa sters. We  all  know such 
are as—the  Passa ic River, the Hu dson  Rive r, Che sapeake Bay, Po
tom ac R ive r, S an Fra nci sco  B ay , and  so forth .

3. For indu str ial  sources, we sho uld  be set tin g effluent s tand ards  on 
discha rge s w ith  sti ff penalt ies  f or  viola tions,  and  en vironme nta l stan d
ard s on ma rke tab le com moditi es, mu ch as we hav e he al th  and saf ety  
sta nd ar ds  on them . I  am convinced  t hat  w ith ou t them, th e free en te r
pri se system,  and the  m arke t economy as we know it,  will  come to an 
end.

Po llu tio n problem s will  becom e so overw helming th at  dras tic  cu r
ta ilm en t of ind ividual choices w ill be necessary , as  undesi rab le as they  
may  be. Ma ny are  al rea dy  su gg es tin g dras tic  cur ta ilm en t, pa rt icul ar ly  
on p op ulati on  and  energy consu mp tion, a nd  wh ile I  di sag ree  general ly 
wi th  th at appro ach at  th is  tim e, an d wou ld pr ef er  to  see us develop 
othe r op tions,  such as cle aning  u p,  the ir  p oint  is well tak en.  Po llu tio n 
has  lit er al ly  backed us  into  a co rne r.

4. Gover nment  agencies m us t deve lop specific  environme nta l cr i
te ri a fo r t he ir  own prog rams—“ rules of  the g ame” based on ecological 
pr inc iples  and the physical  law s of  na ture  and des igned to pro tec t 
nat ur al  env ironments.

A no tab le example of th is nee d is d em onstrate d by ou r difficul ties in 
al te ring  n av iga ble  w ate rways, a sit ua tio n abo ut whi ch th is  co mmittee  
is pa rt ic ul ar ly  knowledg eable. Th ere mu st be a sh if tin g of  the  burd en 
away fro m the public an d pu bl ic agencies and some pre sump tions 
established i n fav or  of  the con tin ua tio n of  li fe  system s. I  believe  broa d 
terms , lik e “env ironm ent al q ua lit y, ” “m ultip le  use,” and so-ca lled  “b al 
anced d eve lopment,” are m ean ing less with out some spec ific ity, a nd  cer 
ta in ly  inef fectual,  wi tho ut such spec ifici ty, in  meeting  ou r concerns.

5. To  fac ili ta te  e stabli shm ent  of  env ironm ental  c rit er ia , it  w ould  be 
des irable  t o hav e a n on leg islative  joint  commit tee of Congress to o ver 
view the ir  developmen t and to commen t on them fo r the bene fit of the  
sta nd ing comm ittees . The exe cut ive  now ap pe ars equip ped throug h 
the  new councils to hand le i ts e nd  of  such a  program .

An d finally, I  believe it  is a pipe  dream  to  req uir e th e public gen
eral ly  to  change  ha bit s of  consum ption  unless the y are giv en mean
in gf ul  al ternat ive s and in form at ion.  We do no t hav e the m now and  
options betw een po llu tin g an d no np ol lu tin g pro ducts , services, and  
processes mus t be req uir ed,  if  nec essary  by lit iga tio n.

I pe rso na lly  have  fa ith th at , giv en  such  op tions,  th e Am eri can p ub 
lic will respond to  envir onme nta l needs in th ei r per son al ha bi ts ju st  
as it has con sist ent ly res ponded to  environme nta l prog rams th at can
no t be sa tisfi ed in the mark etp lac e.
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It  seems to me that  the average man is in a position to judge  his 
contribution of taxes  and other investments in relation to the physical 
world around him, but only when th is relationship is unobscured by 
complex fiscal arrangements.

I would like to suggest tha t we explore an environmental tr us t fund, 
similar to the highway trust fund, to be made up of earmarked con
tributions from ce rtain  types of commodities and services, from direc t 
appropriations , and from the sale of environmental defense Treasury 
bonds. This idea has often been discussed privately. Perhaps we should 
be considering it more seriously.

I appreciate  this  oppor tunity  and will be pleased to answer any 
questions. Thank  you.

(Mr. Pankowski’s prepared statement follows:)
P repared Sta teme nt  of Ted P an kow sk i, Conserva tion  Asso ciate, th e  I za ak  

Walton  League of America

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am Ted Pankowski, Conservation 
Associate for the Izaak Walton League of America. These hearings should go 
far  toward developing a consensus on an action program for improving our en
vironment, and in behalf of my organization, and personally, I apprecia te thi s 
opportunity. While my comments reflect League policy, the nature  of these 
hearings dicta tes th at they be entirely my own.

One hardly knows where to begin. As the committee’s agenda brings out, our 
environmental problems are serious and many. The full meaning of “environ
mental quality” and “ecological integrity” reaches us slowly, and more often 
than not, painfully. And jus t as we have been urging Government to reorder 
priorities, conservat ionists have the obligation of putting their  own priori ties 
in order within the broad area of environmental concern. At the risk of being 
overly fundamental, I believe the Nation should sta rt any action program at 
the point the Izaak  Walton League sta rted  in 1922 when pr ivate  citizens found 
it necessary to organize themselves, specifically to “call a hal t” to the pollution 
of our waters, and today, of our air.

The contamination of vital  air and wate r resources is most pervasive ; it is 
extremely difficult to rev erse; is most costly in terms of damage; and as few 
factors can, limits our options with respect to the allocation and use of these 
and of other na tural resources.

I am sure there is no need to cite the grim statistics, except to repeat that 
nationwide and on-the-average the sources of w ater  pollution have been roughly 
estimated to be one-third industr ial, one-third municipal and one-third al l o ther, 
including farm runoff, pesticides, thermal discharges, and so forth. For air, 60 
percent of the problem resu lts from the interna l combustion engine, primarily 
motor vehicles.. If we did littl e else, I believe the elimination of these pollu tants 
would, as they say on campus, “Give the Ear th a Chance.” Moreover, they  are 
pollutants for which remedies are for the most pa rt technologically available  
and economically feasible. They are also pollutan ts which the general public 
most readily unders tands and against  which there would be the best opportunity 
for harnessing public support. The question is how, and in what order?

M U N IC IP A L W AST ES

Last year when the league participated in the “Citizens Crusade for Clean 
Water,” I believe i t was more than chance th at some 40 organizations represent
ing conservationists, labor unions, consumer groups, and professional societies, 
chose to  go afte r a significant investment for wate r pollution abatement  in the 
public sector, rather  than  to direct its efforts toward indus try or even toward 
other environmental problems. There was a shared realizat ion by all tha t build
ing adequate municipal sewage treatment  plants was a relatively manageable 
problem uncomplicated by the ebb and flow of our market economy. Then, as 
now, it is a question of providing adequate public funds and of improving the 
efficiency of the system.

While many of us have concrete suggestions in this regard, I don’t wish to 
burden the committee with  them now, except to say tha t if the administra tion’s 
message on the environment expected nex t week is unresponsive, we can expect 
a continuation of the citizens crusade for  the coming fiscal year.
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There is one aspec t of the  program which has a definite  hear ing on your com
mit tee ’s continuing delib erations. Several months ago, FWPCA’s Commissioner, 
David Dominick, announced th at  no Federal  matching money would go to cities 
and  Sta tes  unless  the  fac iliti es to be built  were  “secondary treatm ent plan ts." 
We believe this  is a commendable step, in that  i t provides definite, goal-oriented 
cr ite ria  which must be followed if the Federal investme nt is to be effective. We 
would like to see this  requirement tightened even fu rth er  to requ ire terti ary 
tre atm ent in those rive r bas ins of the  Nation which can properly be designated 
as environmental disasters. We all know them well—Lake Erie, the Passaic  
River,  San Francisco Bay, the  Potomac, and so forth . The  sett ing of cri ter ia 
such as this  is not only sound in term s of what must be done, it gives us all 
a definite  and concrete goal which is not obscured by vague  definitions and 
rheto ric.

IN D U STR IA L PO LL UTI ON

The same approach  could and should be taken with ind ust ria l pollution. Our 
systems of water quality  and  ai r quality  standard s are  necessary  steps  toward 
improvement without imposing unequitable  hard ships on any  segment  of indus
try  or of the public. The sta ndards  by themselves , however, will be ineffective 
withou t some dire ct cor rela tion  between the qua lity  of the receiving resource, ai r 
and  water, and what actual ly comes out of the pipe. Many of us have  urged 
in the  pas t and now urge again  th at  we go into a system of effluent s tandards, 
for both ai r and water, imposed on an indu strywide basis , and on the  basis of 
types  of marketable commodities, such as motor vehicles. Sta ndard s of conduct 
for  man and his act ivit ies instead of for  the world  around  him would give us a 
measurable relat ionship between what is being dumped by whom and  the  asso
ciat ed costs for  cleanup and  for prevention. I am convinced that  without  clea r 
sta ndard s on the sources of pollution with  costs imposed at the  source, our  sys
tem of free  enterprise  within the  context of a market economy canno t continue 
to exist. Pollu tion problems will become so overwhelming th at  drastic  cu rta il
ment of individual choices will have to be made across the  board.

GO VE RN MEN T

Sta ndard s with  respec t to the  restora tion  and protec tion of our  environment  
should especially be championed within Government agencies and for  the pro
grams they admin ister.  Broad policy statements, such as “multiple use” and 
“balanced  development” are  mean ingless unless  they are specified by concrete 
guidelines. I was pleased to see, for  instance, in a recent report by the National 
Wa ter  Commission, a sta tem ent  of ecological princ iples  forw arded to the Com
mission  by a noted panel of  environm enta l exper ts. The repo rt, dated December 
31, 19G9, is one of the first specific outl ines  of the kind of physica l cons idera 
tion which should be appl ied to any program.

A notable example of the  need  for  some “rules of the  game” is the  responsi
bili ty of U.S. Army Corps of Enginee rs with  respect to the total  resources of 
navigable wate rs, a situ ation with which we are all fam ilia r. Wh at I, and sev
era l of my colleagues, are  seeking to do in this area is to estab lish,  through the 
cou rts if necessary, a set of cr ite ria  which should  be appl ied in judg ing the  
merits  of dredge and fill app lica tions. For example, the  be tte r reasoned case 
law coming out of Wisconsin, Minneso ta, Massachusetts, and  California  courts 
poin ts to the  conclusion th at  the re is a viola tion of the  publ ic trus t in deeding 
away submerged lands unless—

(1) The landfil l accomplishes a public purpose pu rsu an t to an established 
public policy.

(2) The fill does not seriously or dramatica lly al te r the  na tur e of the  
resource  as  a resource.

(3) The public receives fa ir  marke t value for the  transf er.
(4) Due process is followed in the granting of submerged lands. And 

finally, th at  public bodies which  have “tr us t” responsibi lities  do not entirely 
relin quish control.

These cri ter ia,  in effect, give the public  the  benefit of the doubt  th at  rive rs 
were meant  to remain rivers  and  they shi ft the burden of proof away  from the 
public  and its  agencies  to those whose action s seriously al te r or modify na tural 
environments. Recently,  I noted  an item out of Michigan  where the House Con
servation and Recreation Committee of the Sta te Leg isla ture  is considering such 
an approach to the  poin t of requir ing  defe ndants in evironmental law suits  
to prove th at  the re were no alt ern atives to the  pol luting act ivity or that  the
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action was vital to the public interest. The test  of “necessity,” incidentally, is 
one which my colleagues and I hope to apply to Hunting Creek.

The point  in all of th is is, of course, tha t if we have to make public policy on 
an ad hoc basis, or interpret environmental policy without some rules for the 
game, we will surely exhaust  ourselves and our resources.

On the national level, the executive branch now appears well equipped to 
foster the development of specific crite ria among government agencies. The 
President’s Council on the Environment, the Council of Environmental  Advisors, 
and the requirements of the newly-enacted Environmetal Quality Act should 
permit executive agencies across the board to modify and adjus t their programs 
so as to meet the national commitment to environmental improvement as re
quired by law. I believe it would be logical and desirable to establish within 
Congress a nonlegislative Joint Environmental Committee to overview these 
crite ria and comment on them for the benefit of the Standing Committees.

TH E CITI ZE N'S ROLE

The private  citizen today, despite his growing concern over air  and wate r 
pollution and the deter ioration and crowding of his community, has few options 
available  to him in terms of adjus ting his own habits to coincide with his con
cerns. He cannot choose a motor vehicle tha t does not pollute or products tha t 
defy disposal. It is fine to say tha t we are  too affluent and too concerned about 
the satisfaction of wants to change our living styles. The fact of it  is tha t there 
is littl e opportunity to change and too little  information reaching the public 
on specific products tha t compound our environmental problems. None of us 
would expect our wives to beat the laundry against rocks in some polluted 
stream, and in the shelves of the supermarkets are few admonitions tha t this 
detergent pollutes while this one does not.

Public demands for  outdoor amenities and recreation opportunities are legiti
mate, yet they can never be satisfied without destroying the natu re of our parks 
and refuges unless we have such the options of sufficient opportunity available 
to us.

I personally believe tha t the public generally would support changes in thei r 
consuming habits provided meaningful alternatives were available jus t as the 
public has supported public spending for environmental programs tha t cannot 
be satisfied by the market. Options must be encouraged; if necessary, forced by 
regulations  or through the courts. The Consumer Class Action Jurisdiction Act 
offers the .kind of legal remedies which should be available for the protection 
of environmental rights and the redress of environmental grievances.

Finally, and perhaps most importantly , the general public must be able to 
see the  relationship between the taxes he pays and the bond issues he approves 
and results. Fiscal policy has become far too complex for the average man to 
fathom and relate to the world he lives in. In this light, I believe there would 
be considerable support for an Environmental Trust Fund, operating much as 
the Highway Trus t Fund, with sources of revenues earmarked for pollution 
abatement and other resource programs. Such a fund could be developed in 
conjunction with Environmental Savings Bonds, perhaps matched by contribu
tions from direct appropriations, much as the war bonds provided the capital 
for tha t other major test of national will and commitment more than 20 years  
ago. This idea has often been discussed privately. Perhaps we have reached 
the stage where it may be essential.

I have, in closing, several resolutions adopted by more than 700 delegates to 
the league’s national convention in Cincinnati las t year relating to several areas 
of the committee’s concern. I respectfully refer  them for your review. Thank you.

Resolutions Adopted by T he  I zaak Walton League of America,
1900 National Convention—J uly 8-1 0, 1009, Cin cinn at i, Ohio

RESOL UTION  2. YO UT H POW ER IN  ENVIR ON MENTAL CONSERVATION

Whereas bettering our environment depends upon public at titude and act ion ; 
and

Whereas public attitudes  and policies will be determined in large measure 
by the youth of tod ay: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That  the League intensify efforts to stimulate  youth power by 

creating awareness in them individually and in their  organizations to the end 
tha t they become directly involved in the critical  environmental issues of our 
time.
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RESO LUT ION 4.  DDT

Whereas the use of DDT and like persistent  chemical pesticides have an 
adverse  effect on most form s of life  and seriously threat en the  qual ity of the 
env iron ment; and

Wherea s other pesticides and control  measures have been and are  being 
developed which do not have  such effect s: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, Th at the  League suppor ts enactment of legislation  to ban the  use 

of DDT and  like persistent chemical pesticides.

RESOL UTION 5. MU LTITERRAIN  VEH ICLES

Whereas the increasing  use  of motor vehicles capable of navigating most 
ter ra ins , includ ing snowmobiles, dune buggies, motorcycles , helicop ters and 
tote-goats,  have made possible heavy  visi tations  of hitherto  undisturb ed and 
inaccessible env ironm ent s; and

Wherea s the use of such vehicles, though a leg itim ate outdoor recreation 
experience, crea tes the poss ibility of har assment of wild life and  the  dest ruct ion 
of th ei r hab itat s, of  the tram pling of plant life, stimulat ion of erosion, and of 
inte rfe rence with  equally  legitim ate  wilderness  and solitude experie nces; and

Wherea s the protec tion of these na tura l values and resources will become 
extreme ly difficult withou t appro pri ate  regulat ion of mu ltit errain , all purpose 
veh icl es: Now, there fore , be it
Resolved,  Th at The Iza ak Wal ton League supp orts  the  adopt ion and str ic t 

enforcement of regulations to govern the use of such vehicles by Federal, State , 
and  local author ities as app rop ria te, and urges fa ir sta ndard s to minimize 
adverse  impacts on natu ral environmen ts such as but  not  limited to, the licensing  
of d rive rs ; prohibitions on the running of game anim als and on use in designated 
or potenti al wilderness are as; the  designation and marking  of vehicular tr a il s; 
res tric tions on noise levels and spee d; and such other measures as are  consis tent 
wi th the intent  of this  reso lutio n; and  be it fu rth er
Resolved, That the ind ust ry developing and  marke ting  such vehicles be 

encouraged to und ertake such tra ini ng  and public education  programs as will 
foste r appreciat ion of the  na tu ra l environments which these vehicles make 
possible.

RESOLU TION 7.  OPEN BEA CHES

Whereas ther e is a common l aw right of citizens of access to the  sea, oceans, 
and  Great Lakes and  to the enjoyment of the shoreline and  beaches ther eo f; 
and

Whereas the na tur al her itage of beaches and  shorel ines should  be avai lable  
to all  people of th is and  fu ture  gene ratio ns ; and

Whereas this tradit ion al rig ht  is increasing ly being thw arted  by fencing, 
post ing and other shoreline obst ructions ; and

Whereas these public rig hts  can be assu red without infr inging on priv ate  
proper ty ri gh ts : Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That the league suppor ts the concept tha t the re should be a prima 

facie dete rmin ation , by legislation or by the courts, that  the rig ht of exclusive  
use to the shoreline of the sea, oceans, and  G reat  Lakes, had  never been reserved 
solely fo r lit tor al owners ; and be it  fu rth er
Resolved,  That the re should be a prim a facie dete rmination that  the  public 

possesses a right to the  use of such beaches, which presumption must  be re
but ted by those  who seek to exclude the  public by erect ing obstruc tions.

RESO LUT ION 8. GOLDEN EAGLE PROGRAM

Whe reas  the Golden Eagle program  was authorized by Congress in 1965 to 
provide funds to the Land  and W ate r Conservation Fund for  additional rec rea
tion la nds; and

Wherea s public  par tici pat ion  in the  Golden Eagle program steadi ly increased 
from 90,400 in 1965 to 692,000 in  1968, with a possible increase to 800,000 permit 
holders in  1969 ; and

Whereas thi s steady increase  of nearly 100 percent in 4 yea rs indicate s wide 
acceptance of the  program by the  American public  who voluntari ly contributed 
more than  $18 million for  the  purcha se of park and recreation  are as; and

Wherea s the  90th Congress, desp ite these  gains, voted again st the  con tinua
tion of the  Golden Eag le prog ram beyond 1970; and
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Whereas recent app rop ria tions to the  Land  and  Wate r Conse rvation Fund 
have been woefully inadequate , resulting in the  cur tai lment of park services 
and  jeopardizing  comple ted acquisition of many park and  recreation fac ilit ies  
alre ady  authorized by Co ngress: Now, the refore, be it
Resolved, That the  leagu e reaffirms its  who lehe arted supp ort for con tinua

tion of the Golden Eagle prog ram beyond 1970; and,  therefore, be it  fu rth er
Resolved, That Congress and the adm inistration be urged  to recognize the  

serious gap which has  developed between app rop ria tions and author iza tions for 
needed public park fac iliti es, and in addi tion  to res toration  of the  Golden Eagle  
program, take  such oth er measures as  are necessary to meet the goals estab
lished  by the  Land  and W ater  Conservation Act.

RESOLUTIO N 9.  ALA SK A RESO URC ES

Whereas the  discovery of vast oil deposits on the  Arct ic slope of Alaska 
promises great  and rap id economic growth in th at  S ta te ; and

Whereas  thi s economic growth  will have profound effects on the social and 
cultu ral  development of Alaska and potentia lly on its  other resources such as 
fish, wildlife,  forests, scenery, wilderness  and  recreation  opportu nit y; and

Whereas the Arctic  slope in partic ula r, and  all of northern  Alaska in general, 
is a fragile  land which can recov er from abuse, if at  all, with  extreme slowness ; 
and

Whereas  the long-range value s involved are  incred ibly imp ortant  to Alaska 
and to the  res t of the United  Sta tes and thus must be wisely conserved and 
developed : Now, therefore , be it
Resolved, Th at the  Iza ak Wal ton League of America seek and  ava il itself  of 

every opportunity to consult with and urge the  agencies of Government (Fe der al 
and State ), industry, universitie s, the  public, news media and  all  other seg
ments of society to tak e such actions as will insure  t hat  the  vast and important 
na tura l resources of the  State  of Alaska are not damaged or destroyed by its  
economic development.

RESOLUT ION  1 0 . AIR POL LUT ION  CONTROL HE AR IN GS

Whe reas  regional hea rings to establish  ai r qua lity  cri ter ia will be held at  
57 locations thro ughout  the  country  und er the  Clean Air  Act of 1966; and

Whereas these public hearings  will be extremely  impor tan t in dete rmin ing 
hea lth and  safe ty sta ndard s for  our ai r for  some time to come; and

Whereas active public partic ipa tion is being encouraged by such groups as 
the League of Women Voters,  the Conservation Founda tion  and  by the Clean 
Air Committee of the Iza ak Wal ton League of Am erica: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, Th at the League urges  its cha pte rs and  Sta te divisions and the  

public  the generally to inform themselves of these  hea rings and  to partic ipa te 
in them fu lly ; and  be it fu rthe r
Resolved, Th at the  Iza ak  Walton League of America hereby reaffirms its 

position that  main tenance of clean  ai r is a public  necessity and  th at  no man or 
agency, whe ther  public  or priv ate,  has a right to degrade  th is vita l resource .

RESOLUTION  13 . IN VEST M ENT TAX CREDIT FOR POLLUTION  CONTROL

Whe reas  pollution  control fac iliti es are  despera tely needed in Am erica; and
Whereas  every inducement should be given to promote the  immediate con

struct ion  of pollution control f aci liti es ; and
Whereas Congress is cons ider ing rescinding the  7-percent inves tmen t tax  

cr ed it : Now, there fore , be i t
Resolved, T hat the Iza ak Wal ton League of America supp orts  the  continuation 

of the exist ing 7-percent inve stment tax  c redi t for  in dustr ial  pollution abateme nt 
faci lities .

RE SO LUTIO N 14 . CH ES AP EA KE BA Y

Whe reas  the Chesapeake Bay and its mu ltis tate watershed  is a biological 
ent ity  generally recognized a s th e wo rld’s great est  es tua ry ; and

Whe reas  Chesapeake Bay possesses  gre at charm and  bea uty  to the citizens 
of the  United States and rank s among the most productiv e and  heavily utili zed 
wa ters of the world  ; and

Whe reas  while  Chesapeake Bay  has suffered from past abuses, it still possesses 
vas t economic value to th e Nation  ; and
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Whe reas  present advances in technological development and  popula tion growth 
pressures thr eat en the  imm edia te and  dista nt futur e to the  Chesapeake B ay : 
Now, there fore,  be it
Resolved, That the Izaak Wal ton League urges  the ent ire  body politic of 

the  Sta tes  of Maryland, New York, Pennsylvania, Delaware , Virgin ia, West 
Virgin ia, and  the  Distr ict  of Columbia  as represen ted by their elected officials 
and  governmental departm ents  to tak e promptly all  necessary steps to develop 
workable , long-range, comprehensive plan s for the management, protect ion, and 
preserva tion  of this resource , now and  for the  fu ture ; and th at  it  urges the 
Sta tes to cooperate in any effort to implement a coord inated approach to the 
management and use of Chesapeak e Bay in order to protect th is resource for 
fu tur e genera tions; and  be it  furthe r
Resolved, That the Izaak Wal ton League of America pledges its  unre lenting 

supp ort and assistance in the promot ion of this endeavor .

RE SO LU TION  18 . LA N D FIL L IN G  AN D W ET LA ND  DR AINA GE

Whe reas  less than  % of the  surface area of the  United Sta tes is in water 
con stitutin g an irreplaceable na tu ra l resource on which all our lives depend : 
and

Whereas there is no sub sti tut e for  these  water  resou rces to serve multip le 
hum an ne ed s: and

Wherea s these  water resources are cont inua lly being dest royed by unneces
sary  landfi llings and wet land  dra inage diminish ing wildlife habit ats , con tribut
ing to pollution, encouraging urban blight , and inte rfe ring with  tradit ion al pub- 
lice ri ght s of recre ation , nav igation , open space and e sthe tic s; and

Whe reas  landfill ing and wetlan d dra inag e continues incre asing ly as a de
stru ctive force  resulting in the  irrevocab le loss of our vital wa ter  res ource s: 
Now’, there fore , be it
Resolved,  That The Izaak Wal ton League of America expresses its  opposition 

to landfi lling  and wetland dra inage of wa ter  resources, whethe r by public or 
pr iva te agencies ; and  be it  fu rth er
Resolved,  That all public agenc ies having responsibi lities  in thi s regard he 

encouraged,  and if necessary, requ ired  by legal action,  to exert  the ir full au
tho rity to protect from nonw’ater  oriented developments the  rig hts  of the public 
to make fu ll beneficial u ses of th ei r w ate r resources.

RE SO LU TION  19 . PR OT EC TI NG LA ND  OF SP ECIA L VA LU E

Whereas every year  large trac ts  of land in the  United Sta tes are converted 
from na tura l or agricultura l condition to urban, indust ria l, commercia l, or tr af 
fic u se ; and

Whereas much of the pri stin e pla nt cover has  been alte red  or rem ove d; and
Wherea s the  need for na tura l areas for  recreat ion and for enjoyment  and for 

the  stud y of na ture increases because in population and increased  leisure tim e; 
and

Wherea s futur e generations should be perm itted to enjoy as much of the 
beau ty of our country  as is  our  priv ilege  : Now’, the refore, be i t
Resolved, Th at the League reaffirms its  position of tak ing  active steps to pro

tec t and  preserve  are as o f special  value in their  na tur al state .

RES OLU TI ON 20 . CR EA TION  OF A FE DE RA L EN VIR ONM EN TA L TRUST  FU ND

Wherea s abuse of the na tura l environment thr eaten s man’s hea lth and wel
fare  ir reve rs ib ly ; and

Whereas man’s living space is now grievously fouled by polluted water, air,  
and so il ; and

Wherea s responsible lead ers in the  Nation  give us but few years to stop de
spoiling our environment if we wish  to surv ive and live decent, productive 
and r eward ing  liv es ; and

Wherea s correc tion of thi s condition  demands immediate  commitments of 
large sum s of money and e ffor t; and

Whereas the  pollution  aba tem ent  program authorized by Congress  has  not 
been funded by essentia l a pp ropr ia tio ns : and

Whereas there is precedent for  the  establishme nt of special funds to finance 
special prog rams such as the Highway Trus t Fund, which method has  been 
proved eminent ly su ccessfu l: Now, 1 Iierefore, be it
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Resolved, That the re should be es tabli shed  by Congress a dedicated trus t fund 
for alle viat ing water, ai r and other environmen tal pollution to be known as 
the  “Environmental Improvem ent Tr us t Fund” or sim ilar  na me; and be it 
furth er
Resolved, That reg ula r sources  of revenue should  be found and earmarked 

for deposi t to such Fun d in amounts adequa te to res tore and preserve our living  
environm ent.

RESOLU TION 24 . LAND AC QU ISITION PROCEDURES

Whereas  in many  po rtions of the country , action  to meet recreation, watershed, 
and  other public na tu ra l resources requ irem ents  involves considerable acqu isi
tion by the  public of pr iva te prop er ty ; and

Whereas  apprais al, acqu isition, and res iden t relocation  procedures  employed 
by public agencies should give due cons idera tion to the  righ ts and  needs of 
priva te owners, pa rti cu lar ly resident  own ers;  and

Whereas  there are  increasing complaints from the  privat e secto r rega rding 
land  ap pra isal and acqu isiti on pract ices of the  Governm ent : Now, there fore , be it
Resolved, T hat the  I zaak  W alton League of America requests  The Public  Land 

Law Review Commission or othe r suitable nat ional agency to conduct a compre
hensive ev alua tion  of law and  public agency procedures  governing the appra isa l 
and acquisition  of pr iva te prop ertie s and  re locat ion ass istance  for residents.

RESOLU TION 2 5. SUPERIOR NA TIONAL FOREST

Whereas the re is urg ent  need to block up and improve  Federal and Sta te 
pa tte rns of land ownership within  the  Superior National  Forest to permit  
increased  efficiency of m anagement by the  U.S. For est Service and  by th e Minne
sota Departm ent of Conse rva tion; and

Whereas most of this can be accomplished through estab lished land exchange 
procedures  between the  U.S. Forest Service and  the  Sta te of Minne sota: and

Whereas there are  in Minneso ta 81,790 acres of Fed era l lands within  the  
Bel tram i Island redevelopment project, now under lease  to the  State, and  42.000 
acres managed by the  Bureau of Land Management plus an estim ated  5,000 
acre s in unsurveyed isla nds  which are  surplus to the  needs of the United  States, 
but  have  high value  for  exchange purpo ses : Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, Th at the  League seek tra ns fe r of these  Federa l lands to the U.S. 

Forest Service to be used for  land exchanges with the Sta te of Minnesota and  
expedite necessary blocking up of  Federal  and Sta te ownerships  for sound and  
efficient management.

RESOL UTION 26 . AIR  POL LUTION RESOLUTION

Whereas a ir pollution is a major  facto r contribut ing  to the present de teri ora ting 
environment in the United States and the  wor ld; and

Whe reas  this  condition is threatening the very existence of the human species 
and  all  forms of life  on ea rt h ; and

* Whe reas  in ternal  combust ion engines, j et  motors, incinerator s, atomic reac tors , 
power  sta tion s and indu str ial  plan ts are  the  principa l producers  of toxic and 
dangerous a ir pol lutant s (carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, and oxides of nitrogen 
and  sul fur ) in the  U nited  Sta te s: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That The Iaak  Walton League urges the  Natio nal Air Pollu tion

• Control  Ad ministra tion and the  Federa l Departm ent of Transixwtation to proceed 
with all delibera te speed to carry  out its  resea rch, development, and contro l 
responsib ilitie s in the area  of ai r pollution abatement .

RESO LUT ION 27. COUNCIL OF ENVIR ONMENT ADVISORS

Whereas a burgeoning population an d its  ac tiv itie s a re  placing increasing  pres
sures on limited resources of soil, woods, waters,  w ildlife,  a tmosphere , open space 
and  all other elements th at  con tribu te to a hea lthful, sat isfy ing  and  rewarding 
environm ent ; and

Whereas such pre ssures  have  alre ady  resu lted  in serious  deterio ration of the 
environment and thr ea ten  to destroy the high qua lity  of life which is the right 
of every c iti ze n; and

Whereas a mul tipl icity of Government agencies are engaged in programs and  
act ivi ties  which affect  the environment, b ut which are too often narrowly focused
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as to objectives and pay scant attention to overall environmental considerations in their  planning and operation; and
Whereas a variety  of proposals have been advanced to create a Council of Environmental Advisors, or comparable commission of instrument, at top most level to carry on continuous studies of environmental  matters,  to make reports and recommendations to the President, the Congress and the public as to the status of environmental quality, and to provide a base of knowledge that will encourage integration of environmental concepts into all appropriate Federa l and State programs ; and
Whereas such a  Council has now been established by the President to advise him and to coordinate cabinet-level activity  with respect to the env ironment; andWhereas other measures will be helpful in supplementing the Council, such as the adoption of environmental crite ria by all Government agencies: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That The Izaak Walton League of America commends the formation of the Environmental Quality Council, but encourages fur ther efforts to supplement the Council in assuring a healthy, satisfying and rewarding environment for  all people ; and be it fur ther
Resolved, That the League urges the immediate appointment of ta sk force committees by the council to consider and  to expeditiously report on such problems, as protecting the environment of Alaska in the face of oil development on the Arctic C oas t; the acquisition of funds for national parks and wildlife refuges; and other pressing environmental problems.

RESOLUTION 28 . FLOOD CONTROL

Whereas present methods of planning and constructing flood control programs are wholly inadequate from the overall standpoint of environmental qualities; and
Whereas these programs inherently eliminate vast areas  of land upstream of structures  before any downstream protection can be provided; andWhereas conflicting programs of land drainage  and flood control are costing untold billions of dollars w’hich mutually cancel each other o ut ; and
Whereas Federal, State and local policies actually encourage th e invasion of healthy flood plain areas in connection with  flood control programs, and in fact are sometimes based upon speculative real estate  values as  a portion of the benefits, and tend to amplify the very problems they are designd to solve : Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That  The Izaak Walton League of America reaffirms its call for a full reevaluation  of flood control programing and cost effectivenesses, to the end tha t flood control structu res be considered as secondary alternatives t o : preservation and rigid zoning against  development in all remaining undisturbed flood plains ; restoration of badly managed flood plains, including the elimination of agric ultural practices wherever erosion, pesticides or fertilize rs may enter adjacent  watercourses; gradual removal of building and s imilar struc tures  adverse to flood plain restoration wherever possible; and a nat ional program of flood plain reforesta tion and maintenance in hydrologically sound condi tion; and be it furth er
Resolved, That  all levels of government enact and enforce legislation requiring flood plain zoning and control consistent with these objectives before any funding or construction of needed flod control structures can be initiated.

RESOLUTION 29. TIM BER MANAG EMENT

Whereas the accumulation of s lash and debris from timber harvesting operations create an insurmountable fire hazard  ; and
Whereas the unnecessary and destructive use of bulldozers destroys the future  recreationa l use and beauty of our forest lands and streams : Now, therefore, be itResolved, That  The Izaak Walton League of America requests the U.S. Forest Service to take a new look at its method of timber management, giving more serious thought to the scenic and recreational values of our forest  lands and s trea ms; and be it furth er
Resolved, That  the Forest Service set up rigid standards of fire prevention through proper slash disposal and for the elimination of unnecessary erosion and stream pollution in all areas of timber harvest operations.
Mr. Reuss . Th ank you, Mr . Pankow ski.
Mr. McCloskey?
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STATEMENT OF MICHAEL McCLOSKEY, EXECU TIVE DIRECTOR, 
SIERRA CLUB

Mr. McCloskey. Mr. Chairman, I am Michael McCloskey, execu
tive director  of the Sie rra  Club.

We welcome this opportunity to add our voice to others in com
mending members of thi s committee for ca lling for designation of the 
1970's as the environmental decade.

Many scientists believe this  may be the last  decade in which man can 
still stave olf disaster  for the earth ’s ecology. Nothing could be more 
appropr iate  than for this  committee to be reviewing policies which 
have brought us to the edge of disaster and to chart new directions.

For us to avert disaster, we must change many of our usual ways of 
thinking. This country’s economic and political institut ions may be 
geared to this type of think ing, but we cannot continue with it much 
longer.

First, we cannot continue to plan as i f there were only social, eco
nomic, and political realties, but not biological and physical realities. 
There are str ict limits to resources and their capacity to endure insult. 
A healthy and stable biosphere must be a prime goal of all public 
policy and planning. If  we forget to recognize this goal, degradat ion 
of the habi tat for life will continue until we can no longer ignore it, 
and irreversible trends  may have then set in.

Second, the paramete rs of ecological health are not negotiable. Na
ture  has its law of limits. Absolute results ensue when certain thresh
olds are crossed, whether our political and economic institutions  care 
to recognize them or not. Techniques of accommodation and compro
mise, which are charac teristi c of the political process, may fail com
pletely if they do not understand where ecological thresholds  exist.

Regardless of political rationalizations, a certain amount of auto 
emissions in a given air  basin may produce photochemical smog. A 
certain  amount of ferti lizat ion in a closed water body may produce 
irreversible eutrophication. With a few more degrees drop of tempera 
ture  as a result of air  pollution,  a new ice age may begin. Conflicts 
threa tening results of  th is sort cannot be compromised. Hard choices 
must be made, or hard  results will ensue.

Third, we cannot continue to trea t our environmental problems in 
an ad hoc, after-the-fac t fashion. We have a society composed of a host 
of forces that are conducting piecemeal warfare on the environment. 
Each does as it pleases, and acts as if its small contribution were not 
cumulative. We need central institutions, keeping track of cumulative 
effects, tha t will set ground rules for what can and cannot be done. 
We must curb narrow, mission-oriented institut ions and bring broadly- 
oriented ones into existence.

These new habi ts of thinking will not come easily, but they are, in 
our estimation, the key to a change of environmental direction. With  
them, new policies, programs,  and mechanisms can be developed to re« 
verse inimical environmental trends.

GROWTH POLICY

The principal implications of changed ways of think ing come in 
the field of growth. Historically, Western civilization since the en
lightenment has looked to growing population, and technical and in-
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dustrial development as the harbingers  of progress. Modern demog
raphers and population biologists are showing us that we cannot 
project  historical growth rates indefinitely. Physical impossibilities 
unfold with the projections, and well before that time human and en
vironmental  stress becomes acute.

The human race should not be trapped by historic patterns . We must 
redefine progress in terms tha t will allow an optimum level of welfare 
and environmental health to be sustained indefinitely. We must draw 
this definition with ecological principles of sensitivity and finiteness 
in mind. This redefinition will point toward stable population, curbing 
consumption, abandoning planned obsolescence, and arbi tary  styling 
changes, and recycling a limited quantity of waste products. We must 
convert an economy based on mass consumption of short-lived, dis
posable products  to one based on controlled consumption of long- 
lived recycled products.

All the mechanisms of government and public policy should be 
reoriented to encourage this:  Tax writeoffs, and deductions, subsidies, 
research, underwriting guarantees , and grants-in-aid. While we may 
not aim totally  at a no-growth economy, we need to make sure that only 
ecologically acceptable types of growth  are allowed, such as in serv
ices and the development of qual ity in products.

FOREIGN POLICY

The political and national separations among the  human race may 
make it difficult to conceive of unified policies fo r t reating the ear th’s 
ecosystem. Yet the logic of the perception of the planet as “spaceship 
earth " suggests that  this Nation should do everything in its power 
to pursue the implications of tha t logic. Our foreign policy should aim 
not only at international stabil ity, but at ecological stabil ity. Tn chart
ing our course, this  goal should be kept paramount.

Our economic assistance, technical aid, trade policies, alliances, and 
milit ary policy should assure that the American influence is an ecolog
ically beneficial one. Tt is not today. We are export ing a patte rn of 
ecological ignorance and devastation. We cannot preach to the world 
about ecological responsibility until we practice it.

ENVIRONM ENTA L CONTROL

This Nation has now made a star t toward revising national policy 
to meet environmental needs.

A good sta rt is represented by the legislation Congress recently 
enacted to establish an Environmental Quality Council. Furth er re- 
vi°ions in policy are needed as T have just outlined.

When the new council is operating, it will help give the Nation 
early warning of dangerous environmental trends: Rising radiation 
levels, pesticide buildups, weather shifts and average temperature  
changes, and chancres in patte rns of pollution, including distribution 
and composition. Fo r the first time, data will be drawn togethe r com
prehensively and projected. What will we do with this data ?

Obviously preventive action should be taken. A strong, central 
agency should exist to take this action. If  responsive action is frag
mented among exist ing agencies, thn action will probably not be pre-
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ventive but remedial, and tlie response will be hampered by limited 
authority, data, and understanding. Ju st as the data must be con
solidated for early warning,  so also must authority for preventive 
action.

An environmental control agency should be established to carry 
forward  action programs over a broad s pectrum : Air  and water pol
lution abatement, radiation control, noise suppression, pesticide, drug, 
and additive regulation, and weather modification.

Individuals, firms, and agencies should not be able to act unila ter
ally in degrading commonly shared  ambient  conditions  and resources, 
nor should they be able to force unwanted substances into widely con
sumed commodities. No public agency now is really equipped to guard 
the public against these infringements  of environmental rights. One 
ought to be, and it ought to be able to move with assurance, force, and 
effectiveness. The freedom of  action of pol luters will be curtailed, but 
their  freedom of action now comes at  the cost of everyone’s r ight  to 
a clean and healthful environment.

LA ND  POL ICY

This Nation now has nothing approaching a national  land use 
policy. Even such an idea may seem unworkable; yet Federal policy, 
in its  myriad forms, has a profound impact upon what happens to the 
American landscape. Federal aid programs for freeways, dams, and 
agriculture; defense spending  programs; and mortgage insurance all 
are prime forces in determining where urbanization and indu stria li
zation occur and how far they go.

The Federal Government is a prime force in shaping  land use, yet 
it disavows responsibility for planning what it prompts. Meanwhile, 
more and more problems stemming from unplanned development 
escalate back up to the Federa l Government.

It  is time we had a national land used policy. This might  consist of 
three p arts: (1) A program of Federal acquisitions; (2) conditioning 
Federal gran ts on the basis of acceptable planning; and (3) reshap
ing Federal programs to make sure adverse impacts are avoided. 
Obviously, Federal action in  pursuit  of each p art  of this policy would 
have to be based on well-framed plans.

The Federal Government already has well-developed programs to 
preserve some of the most fragile and unique portions of America’s 
land heritage. Acquisitions for these programs should be pushed for
ward vigorously to conclusion, both to avoid irreversible losses and to 
safeguard examples of native American ecology tha t may guide us 
in restoring the damaged American environment. T am speaking of 
programs such as the National Park System, the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System, and natural area systems. Moreover, we need a system 
of protected estuaries and ocean and island sanctuaries. The Land and 
Wate r Conservation Fund should be extended to accelerate comple
tion of this task of safeguarding the most vulnerable part s of the 
Nation's environment.

The Federal Government currently conditions its various grant- 
in-aid programs to assure compliance with a wide va riety of national  
goals. It  should add the goal of assuring sound S tate land-use p lan
ning. Before major construction grants  are given to State agencies,
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such  as hig hw ay de pa rtm en ts,  it should req uir e com preh ensive St at e 
plan ning  t o con trol  th e sit ing and spa cing of indu str ia l fac ilit ies  and 
the  ro ut ing of  com municatio n cor ridors . The se are  fac ilit ies  whi ch 
hav e the most pr ofou nd  effect on environme nta l quali ty.  Th e pl an s 
sho uld  guaran tee  th a t these fac ilit ies  do not invade  ded ica ted  bio 
logical and rec rea tio na l rese rves  and  hi sto ric  area s; th at  the y are  
clu ste red  to  avo id area  sof vul ner abl e ecolo gy, such as estuar ies , or  
scenic te rrain,  or  tr ac ts  needed as open  space.

Special  St ate commiss ions  should be est ablished to reg ula te dev el
opm ent  in pa rt icul ar ly  valuab le regions,  such as the  coastline, bay s, 
an d estu arie s. Cal ifo rn ia  has  pro vid ed a model in its  Ba y Conserv a
tio n and  Developm ent  Commiss ion for Sa n Fra nci sco  Bay. Ea ch  
St at e should also be req uir ed  to prep are an d imp lement  a St ate ope n 
space pla n—a plan  which  will  show how a pe rm an en t rese rve  o f o pen 
space will be main tained.

Fi na lly , the  Fe de ra l Gover nment  should tak e step s to assu re th a t 
its  own const ruc tion ac tiv itie s are  in acco rd both  with State land-u se 
plan s and the con servation prog rams of  othe r Fe de ral agencies. It s 
dam s shou ld no t invade a St ate wild riv er,  and  i ts free ways should  not  
bisect p arkl an d and wild erne ss.

LEGAL ACTION

Many fine prog rams are  establis hed  by Con gress, but the y oft en  are 
no t imp lem ente d to achieve  t he ir  aims. Adm inist ra tiv e indi fference  o r 
ho sti lit y frus trat es  th ei r purpose . Mechan isms should  be prov ide d to  
ensure th at  thi s is not the f ate of  environm ental legisla tion .

Congres s has  commissioned corps of law yers to  wa tchdog  othe r 
prog rams to  overcome thes e dangers , such as in the ru ra l legal assis t
ance pro gra m.  We  need  a prog ram of env ironm ent al legal ass ista nce  
to provide  low-cost leg al resources to force compliance  with en vir on 
me nta l laws. Po llu te rs  can be  sued;  inj uncti ons s ought to re st ra in  fr ee 
way  builders  fro m di sreg arding  environme nta l sa fegu ards ; man da 
muses can  be ob tained to compel wildern ess rev iew s; and  de claratory 
judg men ts can  be issu ed to  set tle  questions of  env ironm ental law.

Cit izen envir onme nta l organiz ati ons are  now filing such act ion s, 
an d many law yers ar e vo lunte eri ng  t he ir  time . Im po rtan t case law  is 
be ing  made, bu t prog res s i s slow. W e are s ta rt in g from  th e b eg inning ; 
ou r st an ding  is ch al leng ed ; and  the  costs of b ig  cases is becoming heavy . 
We  will win  more an d more cases, bu t a Gover nm ent  which believes 
in t he  im portance o f t he  law s i t passes sho uld  prov ide  the  legal s up po rt  
to ens ure  those laws  a re  observed.

Moreover, ou r ri gh t to be in court  sho uld  no t be cha llenged. Pre s
en tly , the  Ju st ic e Dep ar tm en t is un ifo rm ly resis tin g the righ t of  en 
vironme nta l gro ups, wi thou t an immedia te and dir ect pec uniary in 
tere st in the que stio n at  issue, to  hav e reco urse  to  the cou rts fo r th e 
red ress of  th ei r grie van ces . Lower cou rts,  fol low ing  the  Sto rm  K in g 
decis ion, are  inc reas ingly  inc lined to gr an t sta nd ing, bu t two  cases  
inv olv ing  the Sie rra Club alon e are  now before court s of  appeals  on 
th is ques tion.  We ho pe the Suprem e Court, will soon ha ve a c lear op po r
tu ni ty  to set tle the quest ion  so t hat  t he re  is no doub t abou t ou r ri ght 
to  en ter  such cases t o pr otec t th e int ere sts  of a broad  class o f the  public .

Th e Federal  Go vernm ent could  also help accelerate rec ogn ition of



169

environmental rights  and develop new causes of action if it were to 
enact a constitutional amendment setting forth  a Bill of Environmental 
Rights. Much of the import of such an amendment may be impl icit 
in part s of the existing Bill of Rights,  but we need a definite sta te
ment of those r ights early in this environmental  decade. Such a state
ment will make it clear tha t Congress does intend  to make this a 
decade in which these concerns are paramount.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. McCloskey. Mr. Callison ?

STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. CALLISON, EXEC UTIVE VICE PRESI
DENT, NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY

Mr. Callison. I apologize, Mr. Chairman, for my lateness this 
morning. It  was a result of the usual delay on the Penn Central com
muter  train , which made me miss the 8 o’clock shuttle  and take the 9 
o'clock and it simply underscores for me personally  one of the points 
I intended to make in my statement.

I thank  you for the honor of an invitation to take  pa rt in your time
ly reexamination of our sense of values and national  priorities as 
we enter a new decade. And, Mr. Chairman, it is an honor to be 
associated with my distinguished fellow panelists, both very good 
friends  of mine.

The question before the subcommittee is the most pressing one 
facing the Nation : Will the seventies turn  out to be the turn ing 
point in man’s collision course with the nature tha t sustains him? 
Or just 10 more miserable years down the road toward ecological 
disaster ?

I have the privilege of representing one of America’s oldest and 
largest citizen conservation organizations. We have 88,000 members— 
twice as many as only 4 years ago—and 160 local chapters, all in
creasingly militant on the issue of environmental deterioration.

As the chairman of our board of directors was quoted in a recent 
issue of Fortune, the Audubon Society was formed some 70 years ago 
to save some endangered species—the egrets and other plume birds 
tha t were being exterminated by the feather hunters. We are still 
working at the same task—except now the endangered species we are 
chiefly concerned with is man himself.

Our society supports all the traditional and time-honored conserva
tion programs tha t have evolved through past decades to preserve 
some wildlife, wilderness areas, and scenic beauty for the enjoyment 
and inspiration of  the people.

These are all requirements of an environment in which people can 
live like humans, not animals. And preservation of our forests and 
green spaces serves an even more critical ecological function.

Scientists are warning us tha t the United  States  has become an 
oxygen deficit area: We are burning  up our life-supporting oxygen 
faster than  green plants , throu gh photosynthesis, can replenish it.

This means we must cease paving over thousands of acres of good 
land annually. We must  stop the chemical defolia tion of forests, and 
stop using the poisons tha t inhibit  photosynthesis in marine plant- 
life. In all of these technological assaults upon nature, we risk dis
ruptive changes in climate itself.
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We believe our soil, water, forestry, and public land conservation 
program should be bette r financed and made more sensitive to ecolog
ical relationships. The Soil Conservation Service, for example, has 
been too heavyhanded in its manipulation of streams and destruction 
of na tural flood plains and marshes. The U.S. Forest Service has often 
gone overboard in its use of chemical insecticides and herbicides.

Encouraging  an ecological conscience in all Federal agencies is one 
of the functions we hope will be performed by the new W hite House 
Council on Environmental Quality.

Rut  the environmental decade calls for drastic innovations and some 
revolutionary changes in tradi tional policy. We earnestly  recommend 
consideration of the following:

1. Change our concept o f “progress,” and limit growth. “Progress” 
has meant growth in the American lexicon. A rapidly growing human 
population, more people in every handet, town, and city at every 
census-taking, more and bigger industry,  ta ller buildings, more high
ways, more automobiles every year on those highways, more products 
rolling off the assembly lines in each indust ry this year than last year— 
these have been the American goal. The goal has to be changed if we 
are not to destroy the quality  of life and, ultimately, life itself.

Most of our big cities should not be allowed to grow larger, and 
growth  should be st rictly  planned and directed in our smaller cities 
and new cities.

Human  population must be stabilized. So must economic growth. 
These are revolutionary ideas, but I believe they can be translated 
into national policy without revolutionary changes in our form of 
government and without loss of human freedoms. Indeed, progressive 
loss of freedoms is inevitable unless we do place limits on growth.

2. We must, as a Nation and a people, face up to the cost of pollu
tion control. This means immediately Mr. Chairman, appropriating  
the full $1.25 billion tha t is authorized by Federal law for sewage 
treatment grants  in fiscal year 1971. It means revising the authoriza
tions upward to help municipal ities get  on top of the sewage problem 
in the next 5 years.

It  also means encouraging, if necessary forcing, the polluting  indus
tries to clean up now, and making them s tar t pricing th eir products to 
include the cost of tr eat ing  or reclaiming their chemical efflents. This 
principle must apply  to  atmospheric emissions as well as to  the stuff 
being dumped in the rivers.

3. Wo must change our national  transp ortation policy to shift the 
emphasis and the major expenditures from new highways to efficient 
and rapid  mass transi t. If  Congress finds it politically impossible to 
divert  gasoline-tax revenues to the refurbishing of old railroads  and 
subways, and to building new ones, then the gasoline tax should be 
reduced to an amount sufficient essentially to maintain  our present 
highway system in good order. Thus relieved of some of the  burden of 
gasoline taxes, Americans can afford to pay other taxes to improve 
mass trans it.

W o cannot go on pour ing all those billions annually into new con
crete and asphalt that destroy nature and blight the environment while 
invit ing more and more automobiles into our congested cities. In short, 
gentlemen, as a Nation, we’ve got to throw off our enslavement to the 
automobile. Do you want  a more difficult and more revolutionary 
objective?
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4. The problem of solid wastes calls also for drastic innovations. 
There was a time, not too many decades ago, when old newspapers 
and old rags and scrap metal could be sold or collected for a price 
and reprocessed at a profit for the market. Not any more. Our tech
nology has concentrated solely on production from new raw materials, 
and it is no longer competitive for anyone to engage in recovery and 
reprocessing industries . This can be changed and must be changed by 
direct Government subsidy to the reprocessing industry.

One of our most profligate wastes of natural resources is the one
way tra nsport of plant nutrients from the farmlands of America, via 
city sewerage systems, into the rivers and the sea. The public must 
begin to subsidize the recovery of those nitrates and phosphates and 
other vital minerals from the sewage and thei r return to the land as 
fertilizers. Some of the millions now beng spent in other forms of farm 
aid could be diverted to those purpose.

The packaging industry must be regulated, and particularly noi
some products such as the throwaway bottle should be banned out
right.

All these innovations that  may sound drastic  aren't really drast ic 
at all, and won't seem so to the public, when we realize the alternative 
is to drown in a sea of trash and garbage.

5. We must stop temporizing with the pers istent chemical pesticides 
and other chemical wastes that are pollut ing the environment and 
ultimately,  in one way or another, must poison man himself. The 
manufacture and distribution of DDT should be halted now. Lead 
must be removed from gasoline. The use of mercury in seed dressings 
should be proh ibited. The ecological crisis requires prompt and tough 
action to control all such environmental poisons.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Callison.
Mr. McCloskey spoke of the need for a constitutional amendment 

setting up an environmental bill of rights. T take it such an environ
mental bill of righ ts would set forth  everyone’s right to clean air, 
clean water, and so on ?

Mr. Michael McCloskey. Yes; various dra fts  are in ci rcula tion;  a 
number have been introduced in Congress. I think there are different 
approaches represented in the drafts.

1 am not sure that we have really arrived at any consensus yet about 
the approach. One approach seems to be to say the public is guaranteed 
the right to use these resources in a proper condition.

Another approach, which is a more trad ition al one for a bill of 
rights,  is to t ry to project the rights which individuals have, such as 
to lie free of assaul t by noxious substances, and pointing toward the 
rights  individuals need fora heal thful habitat.

T think more work needs to be done to try  to refine these concepts. 
I do think that any one of them could be a vehicle for serving a number 
of valuable purposes. As we have analyzed it, one is a statement of 
general goals, really a policy statement at the highest level. Another 
would be to try  to actually create some causes of action, some p ro
tectable rights . And there are problems o f  defining them.

Another is to confer a clear basis of standing. And another, which 
is particularly involved in some of the State  amendments which are 
being talked about, is to actually protect a given dedicated area from 
invasion, such as the Adirondack Forest Preserve in New York State. 

44—315— 70----- -1 2
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Mr. R euss. I am aware  that various bills for such a constitutional amendment have been introduced over the past 2 or 3 years. My d ifficulty with them, very frank ly, is tha t from what I have seen so far  it would seem to me energy spent in  the legislative halls, actually getting specific laws on the books, might better be spent in passing a loose, generalized, constitutional amendment saying in effect tha t everybody has a right  to clean air, clean water, and habitable land.Everybody pays lip  service to those goals now, as it is, in the Congress, the  President, and so fo rth; and I put it to you tha t Congress could spend its time more profitably, if, for example, it  addressed i tself to a si>ecific law governing what constitutes standing for a private person or a private conservation group to sue in the Federal courts in an environmental matter.
I gather you aren’t able today to point to any par ticu lar text of a constitutional amendment which you feel would actually do this.Mr. Michael McCloskey. Yes, th at is true. I don’t  t hink we are really satisfied yet that any of the dra fts we have seen go far  enough to really be of substantial weight, though we are at work tryin g to evolve some.
I am particularly concerned about making sure that  there is a basis for some protectable rights, and tha t we are not just  enacting rhetoric t ha t expresses a broad policy.
Mr. Reuss. Let me ask you this  question: Suppose in th is year you had your choice of one of two things—you couldn't have both, you could just have one. The first thing would be full funding of $114 billion for the Federal Wa ter Pollution Control Act’s waste tre atment construction grants,  instead of the $800 million requested by the adminis tration.
The other possibility would be a constitutional amendment enti tling everyone to clean water but only $800 million would be spent on it. Which would you prefer ?
Mr. Michael McCloskey. I think there is no doubt about mv choice of the money. I  think until  we perfect these draft s for amendments to the point that they really do have substance to them, I would quite agree th at there is a world of other practical  and frui tful  work to be done.
But I think that there is a germ of an idea here which I don’t think will die. And I think  it expresses a very valid concern which rises out of the fact that  up to now we have a society today where people's grievances are g rowing  out of these environmental assaults; and yet they don't have legal recourse in enough instances to gain any redress.
And I think the kind of gr ievances which people have now are just as important as the kinds of grievances which originally gave rise to the Bill of Rights. And the courts ought to be able to help people with them.
We are just beginning to get a toehold in the courts with them, and there certainly needs to be a whole body of law evolved. And there is a feeling tha t there is a certain nucleus of  right s which should be in vulnerable, and yet the Constitution, at least as now interpreted,  doesn’t provide such an invulnerable right.
Mr. P ankowski. Could I  address myself to th is a moment ?
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Along with my friends  from the Sierra Club, I would take the 
money too, Mr. Chairman. I think the value of a constitutional en
vironmental bill of r ights would not be as meaningful at the Federal 
level as it would be at the Sta te level, where State legislatures  have 
not been responsive to many of our concerns.

We can’t even get some of the  States to consider what they ought to 
be doing about wetlands, for  instance, and to consider changes in anti 
quated statutes to the effect that  waste treatment is a beneficial use of 
our waters. I think  a constitut ional amendment, as i t would permit us 
to go into court and to require tha t the States  meet thei r responsibil
ities in this regard—in the broad area of environment—would be more 
helpful there than, le t’s say, at the  Federal level, where we have a good 
deal of substantive law on the subject.

In tha t conjunction, many of us have worked on a constitutional 
amendment for the Virginia State Legislature, which would require 
tha t to the end tha t people shall have clean air  and water, the State 
legislature is required to do certain things. They cannot simply ac
quiesce to the changes taking  place around them.

Mr. R euss. Mr. Callison, you make a number of  chal lenging points 
that  I would like to discuss with you a little bit. You pointed out th at 
our current American goal, which I take it is the goal of maximum 
production set forth  in the Full  Employment Act o f 1946, is to have 
more products rolling off the assembly lines in each industry this year 
than last year.

I think th is is a perfectly fai r s tatement—things stated  as they  are. 
How would you go about dealing with tha t?

With p articular  reference to the problem of the poor in th is country, 
1 think you would agree, as f ar  as they are concerned, they need more 
products rolling off the assembly lines—what do we do about jobs for 
people if we produce fewer products ?

And, third ly, with p arti cular reference to how the Government gets 
the revenues to fight air and water pollution and do everything else 
it has to do.

Trad itionally, we have gotten those revenues because a given set 
of tax brackets attach to an ever-larger gross nat ional product every 
year, and this has resulted in higher revenues.

Mr. Callison. Mr. Chairman, it is a very difficult problem to at
tack and a difficult goal to  at tain—this business of adjusting to a non- 
growth level of economic activ ity. There are various ways I  think that  
it could be done.

The legislative and taxing controls would have to be worked out to 
do this  with great s tudy and grea t detail. But there is a g reater level 
of profit or surplus being produced in many of our economic activities 
than is necessary.

More of this could be taxed  to provide the funds. More employment 
could be adjusted or diverted into service activities, into  programs that  
tend to  abet and add to the qual ity of living instead of the quantity of 
consumer goods that are produced.

It seems to me that  there are enormous opportuni ties for more peo
ple to be involved with, or occupied by, cu ltural  pursu its and educa
tional pursuits.

This would tend to raise the  qua lity of life and this  could be done 
without building toward a place where each home has two or three
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television sets instead of only one, where each family wou'd operate 
two or three automobiles instead of the one that is really needed.

Tt would be difficult. Detroit , for example, would have to adjust  to a 
tradit ion not of growth but. of stable production of automobiles. I 
don't think  we are going to  eliminate automobiles, nor should we, but 
we can't go on adding hundreds of thousands or millions of auto
mobiles to the highways each year. We simply cannot.

The surplus  of land, space, for streets and parking places, is run
ning out. Unless you want to turn  South Dakota into New Jersey. By 
the time we did that, we would certainly  have an oxygen deficit 
atmosphere.

Mr. Reuss. Would you rely primarily  on economic forces to bring 
about, this lessened dependence on the automobile—for example, by 
cutting down on highway and expressway construction you would 
make a trip  to town by automobile more expensive, and you would also 
make it a lot less satisfactory and more time-consuming.

Mr. Callison. That is one way to do it. T th ink we have to begin to 
resist the  automobile—I say th is to mv colleagues in conservation.

I attended a littl e meeting in my home village last night which was 
addressed-—Mr. McCloskey will l)e pleased to know—by David Sive, 
who is one of the distinguished counsel assisting the Sierra Club and 
some of the rest of us in environmental problems.

And this subject of the automobile and transportation policy came 
up for discussion. We have got to resist the construction of more 
expressways and throughways. Let traffic get more crowded.

"When it become, uncomfortable enough, people will quit driving 
their  automobiles so much. P ut some more taxes on automobiles. One 
of Mayor John Lindsay's advisers, made a constructive proposal 
recently, and tha t all of the tolls for  the bridges and tunnel approaches 
to New York be doubled and parking lot fees be increased.

But you see, anything like tha t would have to be accompanied by 
what has not been forthcoming yet, and that is an increased investment 
in rapid trans it.

Mr. Reuss. You a’so say somewhere that  big cities should not be 
allowed to grow much larger. One way, of course, of getting at that  
is to establish new towns away from existing cities. That  would take 
care of some of the population growth. But there are those, you know, 
including I think  some of the city planners, who say there  is nothing 
tha t can be done about the growth of cities—that you can’t stop people 
from attaching themselves to the outski rts and that is that . What do 
you have to say to that ?

Mr. Caeetsox. Well, I  sav that it has to be done. I don’t, accept the 
negative, the throwing up of our hands in despair at the  growth of 
human population. This is the basic problem. We have to slow down 
that  growth  and bring it to a po int where we maintain a stable popula
tion level.

It has to be done worldwide. But because it. is not being done world
wide, there is no reason why we in America, in what is supposed to be 
the most enlightened country in the world, cannot begin i t in a very 
vigorous way.

And these are not easy undertakings.  It is not going to be easy for 
us to survive on th is planet at the rate we are going, but we have to 
face up to it.
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Mr. Reuss. Ap art  from the problem of overall population  size, we 
have the question of  what to do—whatever size the population is—to 
try  to keep big cities from gettin g bigger? I suppose one way to do tha t 
is to set up green belts or open spaces around them.

Air. Callison. And holding fast to those areas tha t are not being 
developed, not caving in. It  can be done. 1 live in a New Aork City 
suburb in Westchester County—Hastings-on-IIudson. I happen to be 
serving currently as a member of the village board of trustees. So I  am

„ at the moment involved with or concerned about a planning  program—
the updat ing of th e vil lage’s master  plan. We will be facing the prob
lem of our zoning regulations, what we will do with them.

It is my feeling that instead of accepting the population projections
* which have been advanced by the demographers for the New York

metropoli tan area as something that  is inevitable—that  by 1980 we 
are going to have so many million more people living in Westchester 
County and in 1985 so many million more—we have to refuse to 
accept it.

The orthodox planners who accept these population projections as 
gospel say, “well, you have to plan for this many more people in your 
village.” I reject tha t concept. I say that we must plan and zone and 
regulate to hold a given area at what, in our best judgment, will be 
the optimum population.

If  we sta rt gett ing tough on these things, then we are going to 
help establish a policy of stabilizing human population. We jus t have 
to do it.

Mr. Re rss . Do you think there can be a national living area policy 
which would attempt  to govern the size of cities ?

For  example, you spoke of New York and the need for not accept
ing the projections of the demographers. If  New York is the only 
area that does th at, then the population so excluded is going to have 
to go somewhere else.

Mr. Callison. It  is going to have to be a national policy; I think 
that is right . I think Mr. McCloskey spoke of the need for this—the 
need for planning. We need nationally directed planning.

Of course we are happy we are talking  to the Congress of the United  
States and that I am not merely now speaking as a member of the 
village board of trustees, because these problems are far  beyond the

* capabil ity of local government—although I think  we all can strike 
our own blows for l iberty  in our local areas. I think in shaping a hous
ing policy or a development policy fo r communities, such as the  one 
in which I  live, we have to avoid discrimination against low-income

• people. The suburbs of New York are being accused of this, and to 
some degree justly. I think probably this has come about because of 
two factors.

One of them is that many of the  people are determined to save the ir 
environment and not let it become too congested. Too much human 
congestion destroys the environment for people. It  destroys the  qual ity 
of living. Then, of course, I am sure there is also the factor of wanting 
to keep out what some people say in the suburbs are “ the undesirables 
from the Bronx and from Harlem.” But  this we have to avoid. The  
people in the Bronx and Harlem have as much right  to a decent 
environment and decent living as anybody.
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However, you are not going to give them a decent environment if, 
in any area, you merely maintain or increase the situation of sheer 
human congestion as in the core cities where people live too close to 
each other.

Mr. Reuss. I note that you also mention in your paper the problem 
of phosphates as a contributor to water degradation.

Our subcommittee held hearings last December on the phosphate 
content of detergents—how, when detergents get into the wastewaters, 
they are though t to be a leading cause of eutrophication of our lakes 
and streams.

I was very pleased to notice in one of our papers tha t the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Administration—which a couple of  months 
ago wasn’t even sure tha t phosphates in detergents had much to do 
with eutrophication—has now’ apparent ly taken a much harder line 
and says tha t phosphates in de tergents  should be immediately reduced 
in content and eliminated as soon as possible.

Do you gentlemen have any observations o r comments on the ques
tion of phosphates in detergents?

Mr. Pankowski. As a general rule of thumb, I think  it would be 
safe to say we wouldn’t be h urt ing  our rivers one bit if, for the next 
10 years, we had a good slug of distilled water, and tha t is precisely 
what in many rivers is needed. So, if there is a feasible way to elimi
nate phosphates, tha t certainly  ought to be done.

I would much rath er err on the side of some rath er pure water, 
which doesn't have much life in it at this point, than  in the other 
direction. I think  the condition of our rivers and streams, particu
larly the large areas, needs that kind of overbalance in favor of a 
cleaner effluent.

Mr. Reuss. Congressman McCloskey?
Mr. Paul McCloskey. Mr. McCloskey, I was interested in your 

suggestion of a national land-use policy. I  am impressed by the fact 
that some grave questions have been raised concerning whether the 
Hawaiian land-use policy can be continued.

Do you know of any State , other than Hawaii,  which has attempted 
to impose a State land-use policy, labeling some areas urban, some 
conservation, and some agricu ltural  ?

Mr. Michael McCloskey. No. Tha t is the only instance I  know of 
where a State has actually engaged in the effort. But as you know, 
there has been a somewhat fitful plann ing effort in C alifornia , prepar
ation of a State  development plan that did have an open space study 
done in connection with it.

We have hoped tha t action on tha t open space plan might surface 
in some fashion. Yet the  problem seems staggering.

But as you know, at the present time the re is a proposal that  is be
ing subjected to hearings througho ut tha t State  to set up regional 
open space commissions which will cause all of the counties within 
those regional distric ts to prepare open space plans that will be man
datory.

Mr. P aul McCloskey. Well, looking a t the  situation in a State like 
California—where a local government  depends on the property tax 
baso for the grea t bulk of its financing, and where the population  pres
sure is so immense and probably exceeds that of any other State  with 
even remotely comparable open space resources—it appears  th at Cali-
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fornia counties and cities will be unable to wi thstand the pressure  for 
a new prope rty tax  base.

In  Californ ia, we have already lost the San Fernando and San ta 
Clara Valleys, and we are in the process of try ing  to preserve the Napa 
and perhaps the Livermore  Valleys. But in the long run there is no 
source of revenue or source of law avai lable to local and Sta te govern
ments to preserve this  open space.

For  that  reason, the enactment o f a national land use policy which 
would provide Fede ral revenues and perhaps Federa l zoning of con
servation, recreational and agricultura l areas has been suggested, and  
tha t seems to be the only answer.

I wonder if your organization, or those of th e other witnesses at the 
table, have considered which Federal agency should administer or 
consider a national land use policy?

Does anyone care to comment on that?
Mr. P ankowski. I  haven’t had a chance to read the legislation that 

was introduced in the Senate on th is part icular point. It  would seem 
to me tha t we cannot really talk about Federal  zoning, Congressman, 
because of the trad itional prohibitions in the  Federal  Constitution.

Mr. Paul McCloskey. I have examined tha t question. I find no 
constitutional provision tha t would deny to the Federa l Government 
the power to condemn land  if  it  was to serve a Federal  purpose—such 
as the preservation of open space—if we announced th at as a nat ional 
policy.

Mr. Pankowski. Zoning is a function of tlie police power, not 
of the power of  eminent domain. If  we are talk ing about the power 
of eminent domain and acquisition of interest—either in fee or ease
ments, or limited interest—then getting back to your question as 
to who is going to do this thing, I think,  just  off the cuff, we are 
not now buying the areas which Congress has already said tha t we 
must buy, such as our national parks, national lake shores, national 
seashores, nationa l refuges. Our land acquisition program is 5 and 
perhaps 10 years behind in terms of what public needs are.

If  we are going to expand this program to include, let's say, 
lesser interests in holdings which would be left open in a State and 
not develop, eithe r for recreational use, for instance, or not for 
developmental uses, then we are going to have to have a dramatic 
increase in the kinds of funds tha t are going into the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund.

Mr. P aul McCloskey. Let me pose an alternative to you in this 
connection. While there  are no present sources of Federal revenue 
tha t might  be available to acquire and preserve open space to the 
degree we are considering, and while it is certainly true there is 
no source of local or State funds for tha t purpose, let us explore 
the possibility, in considering the dispersion of population tha t the 
Presiden t spoke of in his state of the Union message, of the creation 
of new cities tha t we have talked about. The National Committee on 
Urban Growth Policy last spring recommended creation of 100 new 
cities.1 If  we are going to have the tremendous population increase 
and if we are going to settle new cities, the Federa l Government may 
have to determine where those cities go. If  it has that power, it

1 T he  re co mmen da tio n ap pears  in  “T he  New C ity” (F re der ic k  A. Pra eg er . In c. , New 
Yo rk  Ci ty , 19 69 ).
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would also have the power to cause the land selected for this new 
urban use to multiply  many, many times in values; and tha t incre
ment, in value caused by the creation of an urban area might  be used 
to acquire open space areas.

In other words, let’s assume the following situa tion: Tha t we set 
up in Iowa somewhere a city of one million people. And in labelling 
tha t area “urban,” we cause tha t land value to be increased by say 
$5,000 an acre. We take that  increment in value to acquire open space 
not only in and around tha t partic ular  city, so we can create the garden 
city that we contemplate, but also to acquire particular ly threatened 
areas of open space. I am not speaking of legal jurisdict ion as en
visioned by the Constitution, but actual imposition of open space 
easements, imposed bv the Federal Government.

Mr. P ankowski. What you are suggesting is th at the Federal Gov
ernment actually serve as a land agent in receiving the benefit of the 
difference between what it buys the  land for and the incremental value 
of the land as it is developed.

I think tha t is a rather exciting concept. I think it is the kind of 
concept tha t should be explored-as we develop federally assisted proj 
ects. such as ai rpor t development, where a certain percentage of the 
proceeds from such development could be plowed into conservation 
distric ts around tha t facil ity or wherever else they might  be required.

Mr. Paul McCloskey. My unders tanding is tha t in every Federal 
project, whether it is mass tra nsi t, highway, or a irpor t financing, the 
viduals, or with  the county, or  with  some local smaller, more efficient, 
to the improvement to increase tremendously.

If,  at the same time we are using Federal funds to condemn land 
and acquire it for these improvement purposes, a windfall is created 
for those fortunate enough to own land in proximity to any Federal 
project—the English adhere to the concept that 40 percent of the  in
crement value be turned around and applied to the Government agency 
which causes the increase—if we were to proceed with a national land 
use po’icy and a national land use commission which would administer  
that  policy, do any of you gentlemen have any suggestions as to how 
we should set it up in the Federal Government ?

Should it be HTTP, which is responsible for new cities, the Depa rt
ment of Interio r, which adminis ters much of  our lands, the Dep art
ment of Agriculture, which administers others?

IIow would you coordinate governmental reorganization to achieve 
the national land use policy under existing law ?

Mr. Michael McCloskey. I  am not sure I would be very comfort
able seeing that  authority vested in any existing agency. One con
ceivable way to reorganize, if you want to th ink ahead somewhat spec
ulatively on how to reorganize ex isting agencies in this  field, would be 
to have one department dealing with the more pervasive ambient 
types of environmental problems, such as I  suggest in my testimony, 
and another dealing with land resources and land planning that  might 
administer the various types of public lands, and then another unit 
of it might, deal with supervising planning for non-Federal lands 
that  are involved with Federa l programs.

Perhaps this is not something that  could be done quickly, though 
a bill introduced by Senator Jackson is pending on th is matter now 
in the Senate, and it at least picks up part  of this idea.
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So I suppose we do face the question more immediately of where 
to put it.

1 am really not sure that I like the idea either of HUD or Inte rior , 
though those would be the more likely spots for it.

With water pollution  as with other things, often we try  switching 
agencies around among departments before f i l ia l ly  a tolerable solution 
is achieved.

Mr. Callison. I  would agree tha t your concept is an exciting one. 
I don’t know which department it should be in. If  I had to choose 
between departments  without the option of reorganizing—perhaps 
creating a new agency to do this, which is my suggestion—I probably 
would say the Department of the Inter ior. But I wouldn’t want to 
express a strong opinion without giving it a good deal of study.

Mr. Paul McCloskey. I ventured this speculation today because 
I though it would be worthwhile commencing consideration of this 
concept. After  a lot of s tudy of the problem, 1 see no way to preserve 
open space in th is Nation without a servere change, really an abrupt 
change, in 190 years of law tha t has evolved to promote development 
of land. The law has tradi tionally placed the tax base of the local 
governments on the proper ty tax, and it yet has given to the Fed
eral Government the primary source of income—the income tax. To 
get those income tax  funds into the problem of open space seems al
most impossible without  a national land use policy, a national land 
use commission, and a revolving fund tha t the commission could ad
minister, where it would take the incremental values of the property 
and apply them for the acquisition of open spaces.

If  we can't handle  adjustments under existing  laws, I think  there 
has to be an immense change, really an abrupt  change, in the whole 
Federal-State-local relationship and tax structure .

I suggest and hope tha t perhaps your organizations might comment 
on this.

Mr. Pankowski. If  I could just add something, Mr. McCloskey. 
Your discussion of this  concept really points out the fact that  we 
have a miserable division of labor in this  country  with respect to 
doing the jobs tha t have to be done for the environment. We have 
overlapping and cross-jurisdictions, we have State agencies doing 
perhaps what the Federa l agencies ought to be doing and can do 
bette r; and on the other  hand we have shifted burdens on the counties 
which are not able to handle burdens which the States could do better.

I think  in some instances perhaps we have shifted  to the Federa l 
Government responsibilities  that  really belong with the private indi 
viduals, or with the county, or with some local, smaller, more efficient, 
jurisdiction.

I think your suggestion really points that  out very sharply.
Mr. P aul McCloskey. Take the A FC for example. It  is responsible 

at the present time for siting public powerplants. Yet there are 50 
separate public uti lity  commissions and innumerable local govern
ments that play some part in the siting of these plants.

As much as we would like the Federal concept to be to return the 
power to local governments, it is clear there can't be a return  of the 
pollution standards to the local governments.

I think  in this part icular committee, as we head into the decade 
of the 1970’s with this new priority,  governmental reorganization 
to accomplish this new prio rity  in the field of land use is essential.
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I know we have a juris dic tio na l problem as to wh eth er H E W  or 
In te rior  handle s w ate r or air , an d the like.  Bu t it seems t o me th at  the 
locatio n of  fu tu re  public impro vem ent s and the cre ation  of  highway 
syste ms, ra pi d tran si t systems, and ai r systems, which tie  so clearly 
into  the environme nta l con sidera tions,  ju st  forc e us int o some sort 
of  a na tio na l plan ning  agency —a na tio na l lan d use agency—th at  
ties  toge ther  the  loca tion  of Fe de ra l imp rov ement s and ins tal lat ion s 
such as atomic plan ts and envir onme nta l pro tec tion con sidera tion s.

W ith ou t th at , we are  tryi ng  to  do a job  with ou t the pr op er  tools .
1 wou ld welcome, Mr. Ch air man , any subsequen t sta tem ents th at  

thes e org aniza tio ns  migh t wa nt  to  mak e on th is  concept af te r con
sid era tio n of  it.

Mr. Callison. Air. Ch air man , ju st  one obs erv ation on Mr. Mc
Closkey's sugges tion, and th at is th at I  th in k it  would  have to  be 
recogn ized —I  am su re he recognizes—th at not  al l Fe de ral ins tal lat ion s 
or  so-called  “ public  imp rov em ents” br ing about any  inc rem ental  value 
to the la nd. Som e of  them  depre ss s ur ro un ding  land values . An exam ple 
is an atomic  ene rgy  pla nt.  Ano ther  example is a pow er tra nsmission  
1 ine. That  dep resses lan d value s rat her  tha n a dd ing to  them .

Mr. P  aul M cCloskey. Und er  t he  fifth  ame ndm ent  to the  Co ns titu
tion, when th at  occurs the re is com pen sat ion , hopeful ly,  al thou gh  I 
do n't  know how you com pensate  a man who lives  one hu nd red ya rds  
awa y fro m a pow erline and has to look th roug h it.

But 1 do n't  suggest in thi s pr inc iple any  cha nge  in ou r co ns titu
tio na l trad iti on  of com pen sat ing  someone fo r wh ate ver  the Govern
ment does th at  damages the va lue  of his prop ert y.

I see th is as the  o nly po ten tia l source of funds necessary to preserve 
open spaces to the degree we are ta lk in g about. Th ere  is ce rta inly  
no rax reve nue availabl e to pre ser ve  say the  Liverm ore  Valley or  the 
Na pa  V alle y.

Mr. Michael  McCloskey. Co uld  I observe th at  I th ink the re is a 
good  histo ric al preced ent  and exp erie nce  on the  ap pro ach th at  you 
sugges t, and th at  is I un de rst an d th at  du rin g the  1930's a nd  the ear ly 
1940’s in connect ion with Fe de ral wa ter  pro jec ts and  dam s there was 
the  pract ice  o f excess t ak ing.  Th ey  wou ld tak e a c ons iderab le dis tance 
back  fro m the  high  wa ter ma rk, bey ond  a point  th at  would  eve r be 
innu nd ated  and hold th is lan d an d la te r resell it. The ass um ption was, 
which  may not  always  l)e th e case,  th at  the  value of th at  land  would 
rise  and  th at  inc rem ent  was captu red . Bu t I  un de rst an d th at policy 
was aba ndone d sometime in the  la te  1940’s or 1950’s. But we ha d a con 
siderable  bod y of  experience  wi th do ing  that . I  un de rst an d the idea 
was pu t fo rw ard but  not adopted  in connectio n wi th the freeway sys
tem too. In  ret rospec t, I would ce rta in ly  wish  we had done it.

M r. P aul M cCloskey. I  have no fu rthe r ques tions . Th an k you, Mr. 
Ch airma n.

Mr. R euss. Mr. In dr itz ?
Mr. I ndritz. Mr. McCloskey, in yo ur  s tat em ent you urge  t hat  there 

be a str on g centr al agency  to tak e preventiv e act ion  to protec t the  e n
vironment. Yo ur  concept ap pa re nt ly  appli es  to both the  Federal  and  
St ate levels,  because you reco mmended th at  the re also be special State 
regu lator y comm issions es tab lish ed.

I would like  to ask you wh eth er pe rhap s you are  fa ili ng  to  a pp reci 
ate  the  value  of  a plural ist ic  ap proa ch . Some of  ou r e nvironm ental  vie-
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tories have been where two competing agencies with different ap
proaches have l>een able to present different views to the public. For  
example in the Huntin g Creek dispute, the Corps of Engineers, which 
had monolithic control, took one action; but afte r this committee’s 
investigations revealed th at another Government agency opposed tha t 
action the Corps took a new direction.

Also, in connection with the proposed jetp ort in Florida, the Fed 
eral Aviation Administration and the Dade County Port Authority 
were primarily interested in construction of the giant  airpo rt, but 
when that interest was challenged by another agency, the Inte rior  
Department, and bv conservat ion groups, seeking to preserve the ecol
ogy of the Everglades, there was a change of direction.

Even in your own dispute with the San Francisco Bay Conserva
tion and Development Commission, where the Sierr a Club is oppos
ing BCDC’s action approving the South Bay crossing, your club has 
turned  to another agency, the Coast Guard, in an effort to block th at 
project.

What  I am trying to suggest is tha t perhaps a plurali stic approach 
such as is set forth in the National Environmental Policy Act, which 
the President signed this  Jan uary 1, will be more effective to preserve 
the environment. Tha t act provides tha t every agency which takes 
an action tha t significantly affects the quality  of the environment 
must obtain the views of all o ther agencies having  expertise or jur is
diction, and must set for th those views in a detailed statement. Tha t 
tstatement must be made public so the conflicting views will be 
apparent.

Would you comment on whether the ultimate protection of the 
environment can bette r be achieved through a plura listic  approach, 
rath er than through a monolithic, centra l, s trong  agency, which, may 
I suggest, sometimes is dominated, as some regulato ry agencies have 
been dominated, by the people of the industries tha t they regulate.

Mr. Michael McCloskey. I think  that  you raise an area of funda
mental concern, and I  don’t disagree at all wi th what you say. I  really 
didn’t mean to suggest establishing agencies so monolithic tha t we 
destroy pluralism.

Specifically what T had in mind—if we take the State level first— 
is that  rather than having almost no Sta te agencies engaging in over
all Sta te planning, we have some such agencies, still leaving all of the 
lower jurisdictions there , maybe with slightly reduced powers. But 
we put in some new statewide  agencies established for planning, and 
we also establish additional special purpose commissions in districts 
for areas such as the coastline and San Francisco Bay. For  example, 
BCDC does not replace another agency: it does, however, assume 
some powers tha t were fragmented.

So I would say this would not be destroying pluralism, but it 
would be trying to correct some of the excesses of a situation  which 
is so plurali stic that  problems are not being solved.

Now at the Federal level, I  was suggesting tha t you might think 
about collecting together many of the agencies with protective respon
sibilities so that they can respond to the kind of early warning data  
that  will come from the new Environmenal Quality  Council.

Perhaps another grouping  might involve collecting some of the 
land management agencies, and perhaps another grouping might be
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some of the construction agencies. I am not suggesting that  this is 
the only way to do it, but I think there is value in having  the pro
tective agencies gain streng th by being together and not being sort 
of fragmented off under the cover of agencies with many other 
responsibilities.

I think this is a weakness now. That as a result, these agencies 
don' t come together in a fashion which leads to a strong  presence 
and a s trong force for the environment.

Mr. Reuss. Do you have any other comments on that point ?
Mr. Callison. If  I  may, I  shouldn't  presume to read Mr. McClos

key's mind, but I think perhaps what he is t hink ing about, at least 
what would be in my mind on this question of Mr. Indr itz, is a 
Council on Environmental Qual ity such as has now been established 
in the  Executive Office of the President, with a little more power than 
this one has.

Some of the dra fts of the legislation that were considered by 
Congress proposed to give the council power to stop Federal projects 
for a given period of time, 6 months or so, while the environmental 
questions could be explored. Such an agency at the State  level would 
be very valuable.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you very much, Mr. McCloskey, Mr. Callison, 
and Mr. Pankowski, for your great contributions to our hearings.

The subcommittee will now stand adjourned until tomorrow mora- 
ing in this  place.

(Thereupon, at 11:25 a.m. the hearing  was recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a.m. the following day.)
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H ous e of  R e pr e se n t a t iv e s ,
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of t h e  ( ’o M i n r i ’EE on  G o v e r n m en t  O pe r a t io n s ,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 2154, Rayburn House 
Office Building, Hon. Henry S. Reuss (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding.

Present: Representat ives Henry S. Reuss, Guy Vander Jag t, and 
Gilbert Gude.

Staff members present: Phineas Indritz , chief counsel; Josephine 
Scheiber, research analyst; and J . P. Carlson, minority counsel, Com
mittee on Government Operations.

Mr. Reuss. Good morning. The Subcommittee on Conservation will 
be in order fo r the fif th day of its hearings on action proposals for the 
environmental decade of the 1970’s.

We are very happ y to have with us this morning a distinguished 
panel, consisting of David Brower, president  of F riends of the E ar th ; 
Dr. Allen V. Kneese, director, Quality  o f the  Environment Program, 
Resources for the Fu tur e; Dr. Beatrice E. W illa rd, vice president of 
the Thorne Ecological Foundation; Stewart Brandborg, executive 
director of the Wilderness Society; and joining us shortly, Daniel A. 
Poole, president of the Wildl ife Management Inst itute .

Under  the rules, your prepared statements will be admitted in full 
into the record.

"Would you proceed, Mr. Brower, to give us your statement, either 
reading what you have or summarizing it as you wish.

STATEMENT OF DAVID BROWER, PRESIDENT. FRIENDS OF THE 
EARTH

Mr. Brower. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for the privilege 
of being here to address this committee.

I will read my statement, which is rather brief.
I am David Brower, and I am president of Friends of the Earth , 

a membership organization incorporated last Ju ly,  committed to pres
ervation, restorat ion, and rationa l use of the ecosphere. Our head
quarters are at 30 East 42d S treet in New York City, my own office 
is at 451 Pacific in San Francisco, and our Washington  office is tempo
rari ly at 323 Mary land Avenue, NE.

(1 83 ,
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By forgoing tax exemption and deductibili ty, F riends  of the Ear th 
is seeking to be maximally effective in influencing legislation and in 
mobilizing election support for political candidates with outstanding 
conservation records. We are also beginning a publishing program. 
The first books are the “SST  and Sonic Boom Handbook” and “The 
Environmental Handbook,” of which I am submit ting copies for 
the subcommittee's use. Instead of going into fur ther detail on what 
Friends of the Ea rth  is doing, I will simply submit a brochure that 
tells more, and a separate article about FO E’s role in the 1970 elec
tions, with the hope tha t these can be included in the  hearing  record.

In  various ways, Friends of the Ea rth  is t rying to carry  out the 
vision Adlai Stevenson gave us in his last speech :

We travel together, passengers on a little  space ship, dependent on its vul
nerable reserves of air and soil; all committed for our security to its security 
and peace; preserved from annihilation only by the care, and the work and, I 
will say, the love we give our fragile cra ft.

And I  would like to talk about the  need for that  love, and the chance 
tha t we can still exert enough of it in time.

I think  the principal question of the decade is: How dense can peo
ple be? F or openers, I would like to see the world aim a t a population 
of one-half what it is now. Tha t sounds a little  extreme, perhaps, but 
tha t is what the population was when I gradua ted from high school. 
California was only a quarter of wha t it is now. It  was not tha t bad. We 
had enough people for  a culture. We had transportation. We had far 
better air and water than we have now. It  may be a good goal.

I think the population problem is the most severe problem we have 
to contend with. During the last few weeks I have come across one sta
tistic that , i f r ight , is a larming: At the rate things  are going in India  
righ t now with regard to the popula tion increase, in 9 years it will take 
the ent ire food production of  the United  States to feed India.

I like what Robert. McNamara said when he addressed Notre Dame. 
He said th at there are not going to be 7 billion people on the earth by 
the year 2000; other methods will have stepped in to  inte rrup t that. 
We could either  control population in a rationa l way, or the four horse
men would ride again.

I think  we can control it rationa lly, and I think i t needs to begin in 
affluent white America. This is where the population problem is g reat
est. of all. The arithmetic is simple. You have heard statistics like it, 
but 6 percent of the population—the United  States—is using 60 percent 
of the world's resources, and in the United States itself, 1 percent of 
the population is using 60 percent of the U.S. resources. I  think tha t 
most of that 1 percent is in the white, affluent America. One baby born 
to an affluent white American is using  something like 100 or 200 times 
the world’s norm in resources. I t would be all r ight  if you could go on 
looking fo r more and more resources, but there are limits. This is one 
of the problems.

I do not know what we are going to run out of first. I  think  it may be 
judgment. This certainly seemed to happen in the time of Hi tler , when 
the genocide was going on and the millions were being gassed. Some 
writers  said tha t when people had got nearer  and nearer the edge, 
where there was no more hope, th ey began to hallucinate more and 
more rapidly,  thinking it would never happen. If  you concentrate on 
that  enough, you would almost conclude, as I heard someone almost
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conc lude at  the  con ference in Aspen las t Septemb er,  th at  su rv ival  is 
no t po lit ica lly  feas ible .

One  of  ou r ch ief  obstacles  is the  doub lin g ha bi t, which is a ra th er  
new one even by m an ’s time scale. Po pu la tio n,  of  course, shows th is  
quite  well. For 50,000 years  man was do ub lin g about eve ry 10,000. 
Now he has  got th at  figure down to 30 and  t hink s he can keep it up — 
at  leas t some people  do. Bu t doub lin g needs an analo gy  to make it a 
lit tle  more vivid:  I f  you will ima gine th at you  are  on a hig hw ay , 
doub ling yo ur  speed every 10 seconds, you may get  the idea of  w ha t I 
mean. One second, 2 seconds, who c ar es ? Two m iles an hour,  2 mi les an  
ho ur  to 4, who care s? Fo ur  to 8, 8 to 16, no t roub le  ye t except t ha t 1G is  
the hig hest speed you can  susta in wi th yo ur  own ene rgy. Th en  1G to 
32, ju st about a ho rse ’s max imu m. Th en we go up to 64, w hich is the 
hig hest speed  th at  can  be m ain tained on th e g roun d by any mam ma l’s 
own ene rgy  as fa r as I know. Di sre ga rd  th e bumblebee.

Then double it  aga in  so that  you a re do ing  128 miles  an hou r. I th in k 
th at  is abo ut the  r at e now, with all  o ur  doublings run ning  th ro ug h ou r 
las t resources, an d they  are  ru nn ing ou t of  some. But  we a re ru nn in g 
th roug h the m at  128, an d when you are on  th e hig hw ay  a t 128 miles an  
hour  you sho uld  have  yo ur  hands—b oth  hand s—f irmly on th e wheel.  
You sho uld  be loo kin g ahe ad quite int en tly . You should  be fee lin g a 
lit tle tense, a nd  you sh ould be h ea rin g sire ns.

I th ink we a re ; we are  he ar ing them all over . 1 thi nk  th at  is one of  
the reasons th is  sub com mit tee  is here . That  is why  ma gaz ine  aft er 
magaz ine  is c oming  ou t wi th environmenta l issues , and  I  th ink no tab le 
among those is t he  c ur re nt  issue of  F or tune . Tha t is why you g et te le 
vision specials. Th e sir ens are being heard.  Ye t i f you keep  rea di ng  the 
financ ial pages, you  see th e assum ption th at  we can sti ll go on fo r an 
othe r doubl ing . Th e las t one was so good. We  are  sti ll on th e road , 
ar en ’t we? Eve ry th in g is peach y; dou ble  aga in  to 256 miles an  h ou r— 
an d the n you a re  off, as the  race  will be. You are  off the  road , a nd  m an 
is ou t of  the  race.

So I  am rea lly  he re  in defense of  man. N atur e will be aro und. Natur e 
can respace an d reo rga niz e, and it will  do it  again , long  aft er  we ar e 
gone. But  I  would  like to see man stick  a roun d fo r awh ile,  a nd  that  is 
why  I  am  here  to plead, I  suppose, fo r th e ra tio na l appro ach. I t is tim e 
to tu rn  aro und. And  there is no t much tim e to tu rn  aro und. I give us  
10 y ears to rea lly  t u rn  aro und an d make some abs olu tely  new assump 
tions.  We  hav e op erated  in th is  coun try  fo r a lon g tim e on wh at I 
would  like  to call  a “b uffalo -tongue” economy. I f  you  will  recall the 
plain s day s, t he  pe ople wou ld shoot t he  buf faloes, t ak e t he  tongue,  and  
leav e th e carcass the re.  T hey  m ight  no t even b oth er t o t ake t he  to ngue; 
there were so ma ny—w hy n ot  get  rid o f the m ?

We  have  now advanced  to the “cowboy” economy, and th at is Ken 
ne th  Bo ulding ’s ter m. We  sti ll th in k there are  no lim its  to ou r re 
sources . We  can  st ill  go on dou blin g. Th ere  is lots  of space,  there  is 
lot s of  every thi ng . Come on, le t’s do uble ag ain . And  th at is the cow
boy at tit ud e in a fixed, closed ecosphere, spa ces hip  ea rth , which  wil l 
no t sta nd  th at kind  of  economy. We  must kno w by now th at  you  
cannot continue to  gro w and  grow in a finite sphe re. Someth ing 
else has  to happen . However , there is prob ab ly no one in th is room  
who would  feel  re laxe d if  the  economy sto pped  expa nd ing af te r we 
hav e been to ld  fo r so ma ny  years  th a t it  ha d to expand, if  busin esses
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could not expect to see next year’s profit bigger than last year's. They 
would be frightened. And yet I think  we can realize, if we apply 
just one b it of logic, that if businesses keep expanding, it is going 
to cause their death. You can’t really sell anything  on a dead planet. 
It  is only balance, only a search for equilibrium th at will allow us to 
stay around, and that  search needs to be implemented, I think,  righ t 
away.

Panelists in the John Muir Institute's symposium last September 
in Aspen outlined the five basic requirements for moving toward 
equilibrium, and we need to work on all of them: (1) halt  popula
tion growth, (2) create an ecological ethic tha t will influence all 
human affairs, (3) create an economic system not based on growth 
and not abusive of the earth, (4) organize voters to demand effective 
governmental action, and (5) form new international institu tions 
to deal with the ecological crisis.

All of these are attainable . What your subcommittee is doing can 
help to get them started and let them take form in specific legisla
tive strategies. As Congress finds its role in the movement toward 
equilibrium, so will businesses be finding theirs, and civic groups 
theirs, not at odds with each other, but in concert. This is what we 
have to work with in the Environmenta l Decade.

I will close with two more hopes: An Ita lian novelist of the 1930’s 
said, “The  only t rue dignity  of man is his ability to continue to fight 
against insurmountable  odds.” Tha t may sound a little lofty, so I 
will give you Pogo, who said, “We are  confronted with insurmount
able opportunities .”

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(The article entitled “Muir and Friends.’’ to which Mr. Brower 

referred, is in the subcommittee files. “Election Role Planned for 
1970” follows:)

E lection R ole P lann ed  for 1970

Because of its specialized functions, the League of Conservation Voters will 
be prominent only in election years, but i t will have a year-round function. As a 
department of Friends of the Earth , based in FOE’s Washington office (323 
Maryland Avenue NE) , the league will direct activit ies in support of political 
candidates committed to defense of the environment. League coordinator Marion 
Edey explains how the league will opera te:

“Conservation values have been neglected par tly because support for con
servation is diffuse and  is not concentrated in any parti cula r region. We seek to 
overcome this problem by forming a national movement tha t will concentrate 
its efforts on certain local elections.

“Because Friends of the Ear th is not tax-deductible, it is free to undertake 
substantial legislative and political activities  in a way tha t most other con
servation organizations cannot. Our subsidiary League of Conservation Voters 
will openly support political candidates and solicit funds for thei r campaigns.

“In each election we will pick a few outstanding legislators with superior 
conservation records who face very close election contests. We will advertise 
for them in newspapers and magazines and by direct mail. All contributors 
will be urged to write thei r own personal checks to the candidate, but to send 
them to the League, not to the candidate directly. Thus we can combine them 
for him and let him know tha t he received these contributions because of his 
light to protect the environment from abuse. (When individuals support or 
oppose a candidate he may not know the reason why; conservation sentiment 
may ,be greatly underestimated for this reason.)

“Our goal is to convince legislators tha t issues such as conservation and over
population can be decisive in an election. This will greatly  enhance the influence 
of all conservation groups.
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“The League of Conservation Voters is completely nonparti san, and is glad 
to support a candidate from either political par ty if he is a true friend of the 
ear th.”

At present, the league is looking over the candidates for the 1970 congres
sional elections and seeking funds to underwrite the main appeal for campaign 
dollars.

FOE, the parent organization, is preparing recommendations for environ
mental platforms for all the political races it hopes to influence.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Brower. Dr. Kneese?

STATEMENT OF DR. ALLEN V. KNEESE, DIRECTOR, QUALITY OF
THE ENVIRONMENT PROGRAM, RESOURCES FOR THE FUTU RE

Dr. K neese. Thank you very much, Mr. Reuss.
I am honored to have the opportunity  to appear before the sub

committee. I  am an economist. I work, as was a lready said, for Re
sources for the Future,  Inc.

I  would like to summarize the main points in my testimony just  
briefly, and I will concentrate primarily on the questions of environ
mental pollution and especially on the water pollution question.

As background for tha t, I would like to point out tha t while in 
many ways we are very lacking in our understanding of man’s in ter
relationships with the  na tura l world, with the physica l and biological 
world, I think tha t the discussions of environment tha t have been 
presented in the press and publicly in various forms have even been 
more lacking in the u nderstand ing of what it is in  the economic and 
social systems th at may be causing us to have some of the difficulties 
that  we now have.

I think assertions th at ther e is a failure  of morality , searching for 
villains, wondering why it is we have Government subsidies and the 
problem gets worse, are all manifesta tions o f this  lack of unders tand
ing of what  some of the central problems are.

I  am going to try  to  describe one of the central problems from the 
point of view of the funct ioning of the  economic system.

It  must be pointed out th at  over a grea t many years the economic 
system of the western countries, including ours, was designed by 
people who structured it in various ways, through laws, who built into  
it a system of  incentives and motivations that  make the engine run, 
so to speak. And the centra l aspects o f that  design in our case have 
been the concept of private pro perty ; the concept of individual  free
dom; the concept that , i f one keeps the channels of commerce open in 
order  to prevent monopolization, tha t p rivate interests, private prop 
erty, priva te exchange will lead to a rap id growth in production, tha t 
it will tend to pu t prices  on resources and on services which are com
mensurate  with their social worth in various alternative purposes.

This  engine, I think, has been a very successful one in many respects. 
It  has led to the very rapid exploitat ion of resources, it  has led to  a 
very rap id increase in s tand ards  of living, and I think these achieve
ments should not in any way be minimized. They are extremely 
important in the history  of humankind, in my opinion.

It  m ight  be pointed out, too, the rapid rate of expansion we have 
witnessed has permit ted us to deal in some ways bette r with certain 
social problems than  we migh t have been able to do otherwise.

I t has not forced us to confront quite so explic itly the question of 
optimal  distribution of income, for example, as we would have had 
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to do i f the pie had not been increasing so fast and almost everyone 
had not been gaining.

On th e other hand, we are runn ing into very substantial problems 
now with this  particular economy or social engine, in large measure 
because p articula r kinds of resources are becoming rapidly more im
por tant than  they were in the past. These are resources tha t economists 
refer to  as the “common property” resources. This engine of private 
property  and exchange was built  pretty  much on the concept tha t all 
resources and all services of value could be privately  owned; that they 
were reducible to private  ownersh ip; and they could be exchanged 
among individuals  and businesses.

Now we find tha t as time has passed this is less and less true  of the 
important resources in our society. The air mantle cannot be reduced 
to private ownership in any meaningful sense of the word. Wate r 
courses are such tha t the concept of private proper ty can apply to 
them only in limited fashion.

There are many aspects of physical space, once congestion begins 
to occur, tha t are also a common property resource. These are things 
like landscape and the radio spectrum, for example. As these have be
come more im portant, the  economic engine which was created for the 
purpose of allocating and developing resources has been falter ing 
more and more.

The reason is tha t there is nothing inherent in our market-type 
exchange system which places any values on these common property 
resources. They are in such a system treated  as though they had zero 
value even though they may in fact have become very significant and 
be very valuable for different kinds  of purposes.

Consequently, i t comes as no surprise  whatsoever from the econo
mists’ point of view that  we are experiencing large-scale pollu tion of 
resources. I t is not a fa ilure of m orality pa rticular ly; it is a fai lure of 
the system to value things prope rly and to provide prope r incentives 
for the ir use.

So it seems to me that  if we are going to make anything like a funda
mental attack  on the problem we must stop try ing  to tre at symptoms 
in various ways and to see wha t k ind of redesign of  the  system needs 
to be made with respect to those sorts of resources.

This means perhaps  very vast changes in policies from the way we 
have approached the problem in the past, which is to try  and put 
patches on things when they  were beginning to wear out  a bit here and 
there.

I would like to point par ticu larly  to one area  and that is the area 
of water quality  or water pollution,  where I  th ink we have a substan
tial  body of research tha t could be helpful to us in designing an ap
proach that  would get at the fundamental aspects of the problem.

We have been working on this  for several years at Resources for 
the F utu re and the sort of approach  we have come up with—I will de
scribe it  extremely briefly; it  is spelled out a b it more in the written 
testimony—involves two main elements :

One of them is a system of  effluent charges. These are actual prices 
which would be placed on the discharge of waste materials  to tha t 
part icular environment. The idea is tha t they would reflect social 
costs of these discharges to the extent tha t those can be estimated; 
they would provide an incentive, an immediate universal incentive to
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industry to reduce the generat ion o f wastes. And we know from v ari 
ous experiences wi th effluent charges and with  sewer surcharges tha t 
that  is a strong and effective incentive.

I t would mean tha t the prices of goods tha t are especially con
sumptive of these common property  resources, which are otherwise 
unpriced, would tend to rise relative to other goods, which use re
sources like air  and water to a lesser extent. So th at th e value of these 
resources would become bui lt into the price structure and affect the 
relative growth of demand for  di fferent kinds of outputs.

The other element of this strategy results from very extended and 
careful case studies of pa rtic ula r pollution situations. I t is based on the 
concept of regional management of the problem. We have studied 
basins like the Potomac, the  Delaware, the Miami of Ohio, we have 
studied experience overseas, and come to the conclusion which, to me 
at least, is compelling—that very large savings and very great in
creases in the effectiveness of water-quality management programs can 
occur if  these problems are attacked on a regional river  basin basis.

So the other aspect of this strategy is to provide incentives from 
the Federal level for the creation of such riv er basin agencies. We a l
ready have some th at are effective in limited ways and tha t could be 
strengthened very greatly by a program of this kind.

In  order  not to go over the time limit, I won’t comment in detail 
on the actual strategy which we are using at the present time. I  will 
just characterize it very briefly and just  point to one or  two of the 
central faults in it, as I see it.

The strategy we are using is also based on two main elements. One 
of them is enforcement and regulation of restrictions on individual  
polluters. The other is the  provision of subsidies for treatment plan t 
construction.

The question of regulat ion is one th at I thin k needs very careful 
looking at, especially in view of our history  of try ing  to regulate 
important  industrial enterprises in this country.

As has been pointed out most recently in testimony before the Join t 
Economic Committee, tha t record is very dismal. And it certainly has 
been no better in the case of water pollution.

A recent report by the General Accounting Office po ints out tha t 
increases in industr ial waste discharges have completely overwhelmed 
the progress tha t has been made in the construction of municipal 
treatment plants in every basin t ha t they studied. It  is not a successful 
kind of enterprise; there are good reasons why i t can’t be successful 
in my opinion.

The second is tha t we have provided subsidies for  the construction 
of treatment plants. There are two or three things wrong with this. 
One is it, makes you th ink that  once a p lant  has been constructed, the 
problem is solved; and th at is not true, because a grea t deal depends on 
how that  plan t is operated over time, how effective it  is.

Many of our treatment plans are not at all effective.
Another aspect of  this is tha t an extension of subsidies to industrial 

enterprises has a very perverse incentive effect. The reason is it would 
provide the heaviest subsidies to precisely those activities tha t use 
the common prope rty resources most. So instead of having the good 
effect of building the value o f these resources and other uses into the 
price struc ture and limit ing use through the price system, it  would 
have quite the opposite type of effect.
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These points have been made recently by Senator Proxm ire in 
a speech which he gave in introducing  a bill which is called the 
Regional Water Qua lity Act of 1970.

I think it is an excellent speech, in which he analyzes the GAO 
report and some of the experiences with charges. If  it is appro
priate, I would like to enter that  speech into the record of these 
hearings.

Mr. Reuss. Without objection, it will be entered.
(Note.—Senator Proxmire’s remarks introducing S. 3181, “The 

Regional W ater  Quality Act of 1970,” and the text of the bill as intro 
duced, follow Dr. Kneese’s prepared statement.)

(Dr. Kneese’s prepared statement follows:)
P repared Sta te m ent of  D r. All en  V. K n eese , D ire ctor , Q u alit y  of  t h e

E n vir onm ent  P rog ram , R es our ce s for  t h e  F utu re, I nc.— “P ro tect ing
Our  E nvir onm ent  an d N at ur al  R es ou rc es  in  t h e  1970 ’s”

in tr oducti on

Perhaps the most encouraging aspect of the present situation regarding 
natural resources and environment is the deep and widespread public concern 
about it. To a large extent, we owe this concern and even alarm to the ecolo
gists. As an economist, I am interested to see tha t there is now a market 
developing for  forecasts of disaster and some competition growing up among 
the practitioners of this ar t to see who can come up wi th the most ingeniously 
worked-out vision of the apocalypse.

An interest ing example of inconsistent and even countervailing visions is 
with respect to the weather. We have been told tha t the discharge of CO2 
and heat  to the atmosphere will cause the polar ice caps to melt and drown 
our cities. Now it turns  out tha t in recent years the earth 's temperatu re has 
been falling. Aha!—we a re told—that  is because the discharge of particulates 
into the atmosphere from human activi ties is reflecting the sun’s rays. No, 
says another expert, not at a ll ; volcanic action has been strong in recent 
years and by comparison the discharge of particu lates from human activities 
is minimal.

I present this example not to try  to generate confidence tha t our environ
mental problems are not so bad aft er all. but to point out tha t we know very 
little  for sure about the impact of modern man’s activities on the geophysical 
world, not to mention the biological world. In a way I would feel more com
fortable if we knew for certain tha t we would raise the world’s temperature 
by a degree or two over the  next century  than to be so aware of the  depths 
of uncertainty in which we operate. The same is clearly true, and could easily 
be documented, with respect to a host  of more limited impacts than the  global 
weather one just discussed.

Clearly then, one highly impor tant task  over the seventies is to strengthen 
and consolidate our geophysical and biological research efforts so tha t we 
can bette r unders tand these systems and the impacts on them of various 
events.

But of equal importance and much neglected in the recent, often rather 
frantic, discussions of the environment is understanding why the social and 
economic systems produce the resul ts they do and how we can use under
standing of them to produce more desirable ones. Call it  social engineering if 
you wa nt  Illus tratio ns of the poverty of understanding in this area are the 
frequent calls for morality with respect to the environment (morality is clearly 
needed but the problem is not primarily a matter of failing morals), won
dering why the problem doesn’t go away when Federal subsidies are provided 
(Fede ral subsidies may be needed to help catch up, but they don’t do anything 
positive to change perverse incentive structures),  and a search for techno
logical fixes (technology can help as well as hurt but it can’t, alas, relieve us 
of our task  to design an economic and  political system which produces desirable 
resu lts).

At the risk  of seeming intellectually arrogant, I would like to comment on 
these kinds of “global” social questions. As I understand it, one of the objectives 
of these hearings is to gain a broad perspective on what needs to be done in
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the seventies. I will argue tha t our present environmental problems, at least in 
thei r environmental pollution aspects, are primarily a result  of failures in 
our system of economic incentives. By incentives I mean the  system of economic 
penalties and rewards  within which the decisions of businessmen and consumers 
are  made.

Beyond this, we have failed to design political institu tions which comport 
with the character of the environmental management problems we face. I will 
expand slightly on these matters in the next section and  wind up by suggesting 
a strategy in one of our major problem areas, wate r pollution, which builds 
on the concepts developed.

COMM ON PROPERTY AN D PRIVA TE PROPERTY

It  has often been said that what  we need is a new morality or a new ethic 
if we are to avoid despoiling the earth. This is really a call for a new set of 
values which lays more emphasis on the natural, the tranquil,  the beautiful,  
and the very long run. These are values very appealing to me, bu t holding them 
says nothing about the social mechanisms through which they might be realized 
to a higher degree. Even “good” people need rules to live by, especially where 
the impact of a  single person’s behavior on the total  problem is extremely small. 
Moreover, it has long been realized tha t a system which does not rely heavily 
on the fulfillment of the self-interes t of the individual or the family must soon 
become undemocratic or unworkable.

In 1835, tha t remarkably acute man de Tocqueville said, “If  you do not 
succeed in connecting the  notion of right  with tha t of personal interest, which 
is the only immutable point in the human heart, what means will you have 
of governing the world except by f ear?”

The writers of the Federal ist Papers and framers of the Constitution were 
very much aware of this point and by and large were successful in wedding 
de Tocqueville’s two notions in thei r time. The social engine which they created  
was built largely on the concepts of private property and individual freedom 
within the framework of laws to keep the channels of commerce open. This 
reflected the conviction that private ownership, freedom of individual choice, 
and the profit motive would direct resources to those uses where they are most 
productive, given individual preferences for various goods and services and the 
income of the population. This conviction, plus fear of losing personal freedom, 
have underlain our national assumption tha t the role of collective action through 
government should be minimized and have been used to justi fy our tradi tiona l 
antipathy toward planning.

Of course, the need for a degree of collective action regarding  the allocation 
and use of resources has been realized by almost everyone for a long time. Public 
works and defense have always had strong appeal. People recognized that a 
certain minimum amount of collective action was needed to realize gains from 
cooperation. Accordingly, we have used public funds to build roads and dams, 
and schools, and generally for those activities  where economies of large scale 
dictated huge investments, or where investments would yield widespread public 
gains which the private  enterp rise could not capture.

With a few major exceptions, like the Great Depression, this mechanism has 
worked very effectively toward the rapid exploitation of our basic resources 
and a rapidly growing GXP. The levels of human welfare  achieved by means 
of this mechanism should not be forgotten or downgraded.

But now we have come to realize tha t there is anoth er reason, and one 
of rapidly increasing importance, why the uncoordinated decisions of the indi
vidual. the  household, the pr ivate firm, and even local units of government cannot 
l>e taken to lead to an overall desirable result. We call this additiona l reason 
for a falter ing “invisible h and” the need to protect the quality  of the environ
ment.

A definition of environment or environmental quality which would suit every
one seems to be impossible. Bu t I think tha t most social scienti sts have something 
like the economist’s concept of “common property resources” in mind when 
they speak of the environment. The concept of a common property resource 
(which should not be confused with a similar  legal terminology) encompasses 
those valuable attribute s of the natural world which cannot be. or can be only 
imperfectly, reduced to individual ownership and. therefore, do not enter into 
the processes of market exchange and the price system. It  should be noted tha t 
this concept is inherently a social rather  than a natu ral science one, but tha t
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the resourc es to which it  rela tes are  norm ally  att rib ute s of the na tura l world 
ra th er  tha n the  dir ect services  of huma n beings. Notable among such resour ces 
are  th e ai r mant le, water cours es, complex ecological systems, and  at  leas t certa in 
att rib ute s of space. The las t includes  visu al prop erties of landscape  and  the 
radi o spe ctrum , amo ng others.

The one main  featu re  which all these common pro per ty (o r in our con text  en
viro nmenta l) resou rces have in common is th at  they are subj ect to congestion. At 
some low level of use , an addition al use r o f t he  resource may impose vir tua lly  no 
cost on others.  However, a point is reac hed  whe re an add itio nal  user  will cause  
othe rs to have to inc ur addi tion al costs or suffe r disuti liti es assoc iated  wit h con
gestion. When thi s stage is reached, wh at econom ists call an ext ern ali ty or spill
over effect occurs. In other words, a pa rti cu lar use r does not tak e accou nt of the 
cost he imposes on others when he decides to use the  common pro per ty resource . 
Many instance s of thi s surro und us—envi ronm enta l pollution,  mu tual in ter fer
ence of radi o signals, congestion on publ ic road way s and  in public recreat ion 
areas, je t pla ne noise, and  scarred lan dscap es, among  many othe rs.

Our usua l mechanism for  limit ing the  use of resources and leading them into 
their high est produc tivi ty employments is th e price s which are  estab lishe d in 
ma rke ts thro ugh  exchan ges between  buy ers and  sellers. For  common pro per ty 
resources this mechan ism does n ot funct ion, and they mus t become th e focus for 
collective or public manag ement , unless the y are to be severely  overuse d and 
misused. This  idea  has  been well developed in the  economics lit eratur e with re
spect to pa rti cu lar resour ces like ocean fisheries. However, how perva sive com
mon prop erty  problems have become has  not  been widely  appr ecia ted by econo
mists—at  least not  unt il recently. I have note d with  intere sts  th at  the  ecolo
gists have discovere d the  concept of the commons—it app ears  independently . 
The basic reference here  is Ha rdi n’s ar tic le “The  Trag edy of the Commons” 
which  has, I believe, been discusse d by th is subcom mittee .

AN EX AM PL E— RE SID UA LS  FROM PRO DUCTION AN D CO NS UM PT IO N

It  is now clea r th at  the main basis  for collective action  in our society is sh ift 
ing from the need for  coope ration to real ize collective benefits to the urg ent need 
to manag e congestio n more effectively and  efficiently. We can be fully confident 
th at  this need will contin ue to rise  very stro ngl y in the future . An examp le can 
help to  ill us tra te thi s poin t.

It  is one o f the  most  elem entary concepts  of physics th at  ma tte r is conserved.  
Thu s it  is clea r th at  in the production and  consum ption acti vities of the  society 
the ma ter ial subs tances which flow from our na tural resour ces are  not destroyed  
on their way thro ugh  the  economic system, bu t mus t in fac t even tually ret ur n to 
the  n atu ra l environment. As I indi cate d previo usly,  our his tori c legal, economic, 
and gover nmental ins titu tions were well designed to fac ili tat e the  process of ex
tra cti ng  na tural resou rces  and guiding them  efficiently to various uses in the  
economy. Thus, in general, our dependence on pri va te prop erty  rights  and  the 
profi t motive have served us well in developing our na tur al resour ces and  con
vert ing them to usefu l goods. But  w ha t happen s to the  ma teri al substances  af te r 
they  go thro ugh thi s process and yield th ei r uti lit y to human being s? Clearly, 
thes e residua ls have  had  to ret urn  to one of the  na tura l environ ments . It  was 
fortu na te for the  smooth opera tion of our productio n and consum ption system 
th at  the  residuals- recei ving capa city of our  land,  air.  and wa ter  environments 
was sufficiently l arg e rela tive  to the demands  p ut upon them tha t, except for  some 
local situ atio ns, no serio us resu lts followed from  the free  and unhinde red use of 
these common pro per ty resources . However , the  na tural rese rvoi rs of ass imi la
tive  capacity are  now rapidly  filling up or, in my terminology, becoming con
gested. and the  individ ual waste disposer imposes impor tan t external costs on 
othe rs by his ac tivi ties .

It  is clear  t hat  the  ret ur n of w aste  res idu als  to our  common p roperty  envi ron
ments  confr onts us with a severe problem, because our  norma l prop erty  and ex
change  ins titu tions for  regulat ing and control ling  the alloca tion and use of re
sources  cann ot func tion  in these  spheres. We are thu s confro nted with a large-  
scale—indeed perv asiv e—and  un fam ilia r problem of collective action  and  col
lective  managemen t.

This  problem is complicated by the  fa ct  th at  the  dispersal of resi dua ls—ma 
ter ial s and energy—to the  environme nt usu ally involves entrop y. This  process  
of dilu tion  is ord ina rily  beneficial as fa r as  local effects are  concerned in th at  it 
lowers c oncentrations in the neighborhood of the  discharge, thu s att en ua tin g de
stru ctiv e effects. The  oth er side of the  coin is th at  it  spre ads the  resi dua ls over
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much larger areas. This has two important corollary effects from the point of 
view of environmental quality  management: (1) it makes recovery and  recycle 
of materials and energy much less economical, both in the short  and in the long 
run, and (2) it means th at the damaging effects of residuals  are widespread in 
space, often extending beyond the geographical scope of existing governments 
of general jurisdiction. The effects of waterborne and airborne residuals extend 
across air- and watersheds which will seldom, if ever, correspond to the bound
aries  of existing government units. Depending upon the persistence of the sub
stance involved and the means or propagation in the environment, the range of 
effects may extend from a comparatively few miles (heavy particulates  in the 

■ atmosphere) to large river systems (persis tent organic chemicals), to the en
tire  planet (COa and radioact ive fallo ut). Accordingly, society faces the need to 
pursue collective management efforts involving cooperation among existing units 
of government and the creation of completely new ones on a regional, national, 
and interna tional scale with atte nda nt severe problems of institu tional conflict. 

• We urgently need to understand better how to build Government institutions
which comport better with contemporary problems.

To say we should not use the environment at all for re siduals  disposal, th at is, 
maintain a completely na tural environment and suffer no manmade damages or 
risks is a simple and comfortable answer for some, and one which avoids all 
these difficulties. But this  is, unfortuna tely, an utterly useless counsel of perfec
tion. Conservationists and others often argue tha t no burden should be placed 
on partic ular  environmental media such as watercourses. It  is even possible th at 
such a goal could be reached in a limited situat ion without  drast ic reduction in 
the production of other things. But as a moment’s reflection (keeping principles 
of mass and energy conservation in mind) will make clear, this  must be an out- 
landishly impossible objective for all environmental media taken simultaneously. 
The conditions required for doing this would be even more exacting than those 
for a spaceship, since even a spaceship could usually d issipate  certain  amounts of 
material and energy. It would be necessary to utilize only solar energy and hold 
all mater ials which could not be naturally recycled in closed-managed recycle. 
This is idealism run wild and very likely to be counterproductive to efforts to 
manage environmental problems in the real world.

Looking at matter s this  way also helps us to unders tand tha t there is very 
unlikely to be any spectacular technological “fix” which will allow us to escape 
the social problem of managing an environment which has been and will be pro
foundly modified by man’s activities. What we must learn  to do is manage our 
environmental resources. This will involve a  combination of forbidding thei r use 
where adverse effects of any level of use are deemed to outweigh benefits (pro
hibition of DDT may be a good example),  restrict ing thei r use through standards 
or, more desirably, explicit prices set by Government, and where feasible improv
ing the quality of the  resource through carefully planned acts of public invest
ment and operation of facili ties. These tasks must be viewed as being an inherent  
par t of economics and Government in the contemporary world tasks  which must 
be performed continuously and indefinitely. This means tha t responsibility for 
thei r performance must be built  systematically into our Government s tructure 
and system of economic incentives. Needless to say this orientation is quite dif
ferent from tha t which supposes tha t we can somehow go out and solve the 
problem completely in one decisive stroke. It  doesn’t make for very good drama 
because the emphasis is on persistence and strategy rather  than acts of nobility 
or heroism, and “heavies” are largely missing from the cast.
Strategics for water quality management in the United States

I would now like to turn, as a specific example, to an area where I believe 
tha t research has already laid a reasonably satisfactory groundwork for imple
menting the type of s trategy  outlined above. This is the area of w ater pollution 
control. In  my opinion our presen t s trategy  in this area does not have an orienta
tion which will lead toward effective, efficient, and continuing management of the 
problem. Most of what I will say is discussed in more detai l in a book by Blair  
Bower and myself called “Managing Water Quality: Economics, Technology, 
Inst itutio ns” (the Johns Hopkins Press, 1968).

To sta rt with. I would like to character ize briefly what I take to be the present 
strategy of the Federal Government for achieving water pollution control in the 
United States. This st rategy is based on two main elements. The first is financial 
support for municipal waste trea tment plant  construction. Such support star ted 
with the Federal  Water Pollution Control Act of 1956 and has continued at
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higher levels of authorization since then . The 1966 ac t autho rized §3.4 b illion for  
munic ipal sewage plant cons truct ion gran ts over the period  1968-71. Under the 
act it is possible for  m unicipalit ies to cover  up  to 55 percen t of the costs  of waste  
treatm ent p lan t construction  from Feder al gran ts.

The second element  in our pollu tion control strategy was ins titute d by the 
Wa ter Pol lution Control  Act of 1965 which requ ired th at  all Sta tes  set  wa ter  
quality sta ndard s on th eir in ter sta te and  boundary  waters.  These sta ndard s were 
to be completed and  reviewed by the S ecr eta ry of the Inte rio r by mid-1967. Un der
stan dably enough, the re were some delays  but  the  required sta ndard s are now 
for  the most part in existence. The sta nd ards  were to be accompanied by a pro
posed program for  achieving them which could then be used as a benchm ark 
aga ins t which to judge  the need for Fed era l enforcement actions. Actua lly, while 
the  Federa l Government has  had au thor ity  to bring enforcement  proceedings 
aga ins t in terst ate pollu ters in the past , thi s program has  been used only to a very 
limited exte nt.

Without in any way denigra ting  the  gre at and  sustaine d effor ts made by 
Senator  Muskie and  others to provide  us with effective pollution control legis la
tion, I think it  is fa ir  to say th at  the result s of our pollution control strategy up 
to this  point  have  been disappointing to many. Municipal tre atm ent plan t con
struction has  been lagging partly  because Federal  app ropriat ions for  treatm ent 
plant cons truction have fallen  fa r behind author ization s (the author iza tion for 
1970 is §1 billion and Congress has  app rop ria ted  §800 mi llion ), and  many  people 
ass ert  tha t m unicipali ties are  holding up cons truction u nti l F ederal funds become 
available. It  is ha rd  to say why Feder al enforcement powers have  not been more 
effective, b ut possibly it is because of the  difficulty and  cost of  mounting  effective 
enforcement  proceedings, as  well as the  polit ical power of the larger industries. 
Our record of try ing  to impose d irect  Feder al regu lations on large ind ust ries has 
been dismal. The recent hearings of the  Subcommittee on Economy a nd Govern
ment  of th e Joint  Economic Committee of the  U.S. Congress, “Economic Analysis 
and  the Efficiency of Government,” are in structiv e.

Another recent Government  report by the General Accounting Office has pro
vided a ra th er  devasta ting  criti que  of the  present strategy based primarily  on 
the  sca ttershot way in which suppor t has been provided munic ipal treatm ent 
plant s, the  poor opera tion of exis ting  plants , and the  overwhelming growth of 
Industr ial discharges. In every m ajo r riv er  system studied by the  GAO, the con
clusion was the sa me: we have  fail ed to mount a signif icant att ack again st the 
major con tributors to pollution. Relying exclusively on the  tool of enforcement 
to remedy thi s situ atio n would, I am sure , be awk ward, unpleasa nt, expensive, 
and effective a t bes t only in a sta tic  and sh ortru n sense.

As pa rt of our  subsidy-enforcement strategy, many  b ills have been introduced 
in Congress to provide Federal  subsidies for  the cons truct ion of i ndust ria l waste 
treatm ent plan ts. These proposals  have for  th e most pa rt so fa r not been success
ful. From the point  of view of tryin g to achieve a n efficient as well as an effective 
pollution control policy, this  may be regarded as fortuna te. For  reasons  th at  
I hope will become c lear  in my fu rth er  testim ony, subsidies for ind ust ria l was te 
treatm ent would tend  to be less efficient tha n incentives to adop t oth er waste  
reduc tion procedures, such as recycle and byproduc t recovery. Moreover, they 
would have the  unfor tun ate  effect of diminishing the exten t to which costs of 
using the common prop erty  resource  a re  reflected  in the goods which consumers 
buy. thus lead ing to too much consumption of them rela tive  to their social cost 
of p roduct ion. I was very pleased to note  a recognit ion of the importance of this 
in the  President ’s recent sta te of the  Union address. In addition to efficiency 
cons idera tions , many people a lso reg ard  it  as ju st  o r equitable  that  those  indus
tries and consumers who use common proper ty resources to the det riment  of 
others b ear  the cost of doing so.

Unfortu nate ly, a cer tain  amount of subs idy has  alre ady  crept into the  system. 
Some industrial plants  are  connected to munic ipal systems and can benefit from 
the subsid ies to municipal tre atm ent plan t construction. Fur thermo re, the tax  
reform bill recently  passed  by Congress would provide for  5-year tax  amorti za
tion of pollu tion control faci lities  and would, accord ing to the  tes timony of Stan
ley Surey before the  Joint  Economic Committee, cost the  Government §400 mil
lion a yea r in forgone revenue. In  add ition to the  points alread y made about 
the  inefficiencies of subsidies, a weakness of rapid tax  amortization is th at  it 
canno t help those  margina l firms which often  serve as the excuse for  subsidy 
arrangem ents . Tax  writeoffs would seem to be a partic ula rly  perverse way to try 
to deal with  the situation. They have the effect of providing most ass istance
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where i t is not particular ly needed and, unless counteracted by other provisions, 
letting the industria l plant  where assistance might be justified die. Subsidies of 
course do have the politically a ttra ctiv e featu re of spreading burdens so widely 
that no individual has an incentive to scream very loud. If they can be hidden 
behind the complexities of the tax  system, it ’s even better. When Charles Schultze 
was Director of the Bureau of the Budget, he used a sign hanging in his office 
which said, “If you can’t solve the problem, subsidize i t ” There is an  unfortunate  
amount of t ruth in this.

Several years ago, I proposed an alternative strategy for dealing with our 
national water  pollution problems which, I think, has the suppor t of those pro
fessional economists who have studied the matter . I believe if this strategy had 
been adopted, our efforts to improve the quality of our national waters would be 
substan tially further  advanced than  they now are, and we would be moving into 
a position to achieve justifiable or desirable levels of water  quality at  the least 
cost to society. This proposed strategy was also based on two main elements. 
The f irst rests on the concept th at the waste discharger  should, insofar as pos
sible, bear the damages his waste disposal activities impose on the common 
property resources of society, and the second recognizes tha t in many of our 
highly developed basins, where pollution problems are concentrated, great sav
ings in costs can be obtained by the implementation of a systematic  and well- 
integrated water quality management plan on a regional basis. The lat ter  would 
contain elements other than  just the treatment  of waste waters at particular 
outfalls.

I would like to elaborate  briefly on these points and suggest some ways in 
which the Federal Government might contribute to the development of the sort 
of s trategy I have in mind. With respect to the first element, I think we must 
devise ways of reflecting the costs of using resources tha t are the common 
property  of everyone, like our watercourses, directly in the decisionmaking of 
industries, local government, and consumers. The waste assimilative capacity 
of our rivers is a valuable asset, and these rivers have alternative uses which 
conflict directly with waste disposal. As I indicated earlier,  because our property 
institu tions  cannot adequately be applied to resources like watercourses, they 
are essentially unpriced and trea ted as free goods, even though they are in fact 
resources of great and increasing value in the contemporary world. It  seems to 
me that this unhappy situat ion cannot be remedied unless we move toward the 
implementation of publicly administered prices for waste discharge to water
courses and for the use of other common property resources.

Accordingly, one element of my proposed strategy for water  quality manage
ment is a system of what  I have termed “effluent charges.” The proceeds from 
such charges would yield a ren t on a scarce resource to society which could be 
used in various ways, including further  measures to improve water  quality, as 
discussed below. Also, and even more important, the effluent charge would pro
vide an incentive to conserve in the use of the watercourses for waste discharge. 
Careful  industry studies have shown th at indust ries can often reduce waste dis
charges enormously, usually at  low cost, if they are  given a proper incentive 
to do so (see, for example, George Lof and Allen Kneese, “The Economics of 
Water Utilization in the Beet Sugar Industry” (the Johns Hopkins Press, 
1968)). In many instances, the most effective means for reducing waste dis
charges is internal process change and recovery and recycle of mater ials tha t 
would otherwise be lost.

Similarly, under our presen t property institutions, municipalities  are  paying 
only p art  of the social costs of disposing waste to streams, and what they pay 
is rather  capriciously distributed  depending on how much waste water tre at
ment they have implemented. The effluent charges system would give these 
municipalities and incentive to proceed exi>editiously in the treatment of waste. 
Another point of some importance is tha t our present policies put heavy em
phasis on the construction of p lants  with li ttle or no followthrough on operations. 
Exper ts have pointed out t ha t most treatment plants are operated fa r below their 
capabilities. The effluent charges system focuses on wha is put in the st ream and 
thereby offers an incentive fo r effective operations of exis ting facilities. I realize 
tha t a number of persons have seen fit to dub the effluent charge “a license to pol
lute” in the hope, no doubt, t ha t this cliche because of its emotive power would be 
regarded as conclusive argument. This mindless cliche has certain ly not con
tributed to the cause of effective water quality management. It  is also some
times said tha t effluent charges cannot be implemented because industries do not 
know what  they discharge to watercourses. The latter part of this statement is,
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unfortuna tely, frequently true. But isn’t it high time tha t situat ion were 
remedied?

It  should be c learly recognized th at the present and proposed subsidy arran ge
ments ar e quite different and, most economists would feel, less desi rable in their 
impacts th an the effluent charges system.

Firs t, the system of effluent charges is based on the concept th at efficiency and 
equity require payment for the use of valuable resources whether they happen 
to be privately or collectively owned. These prices will be reflected in the indus
tria l producers’ decision to install trea tme nt equipment and otherwise reduce the 
generations of residuals. They will also be reflected in the price of intermediate 
and final goods so tha t a broader incentive will be provided to shif t to goods 
with a lesser  environmental cost.

Second, subsidies for treatm ent pla nt construction do not, by themselves, pro
vide an incentive to take action to control waste discharges. Even if  an industry 
is paid a mapor proportion of the cost of waste treat ment  plant construction, it 
is still cheaper, from th e point of view of the industry , to dump untre ated  waste 
into the river. Thus the subsidy arran geme nt ca nnot work unless accompanied by 
enforcement or other pressur es on the w aste discharger.

Third, to the extent tha t the subsidy system works it tends to bias the choice 
of techniques in an inefficient direction. It  would provide an incentive to con
struc t tr eatm ent plants with Federal subsidy even though interna l controls would 
be cheaper.

Finally, the effluent cha rges system yi elds revenue rat he r than fur the r stra in
ing and eroding an already seriously overextended tax system. This revenue 
can be pu t to useful public purposes including improvements in the quality  of our 
environment. From an economic point of view perhaps the best imaginable tax 
base is an activity tha t causes e xtern al diseconomies. Not only does a tax  on such 
a base yield revenue, but it tends to improve the overall allocation of resources.

Most economists who have studied the matt er have concluded tha t there are 
compelling reasons for favoring the effluent charges system as one of the corner
stones of effective and efficient regional wate r quality management. But it may 
be difficult for parti cula r States and regions to pioneer such a substa ntial de
part ure from previous practice. The Feder al Government’s grea ter insulation 
from powerful local interests provide an opportunity for leadership. One ap
proach would be fo r the Federal Government to levy a national effluent charge 
on all wast e disc hargers above some minimum amount. The charge could be based 
on a formula similar to those th at are  used in the Ruhr  area of W est Germany1 
or one of those used by certain U.S. municipalities in levying sewer service 
charges upon industry. This charge co uld be considered a minimum which could 
at  their  discretion be exceeded by a State  or regional agency having respon
sibility for wat er quality management. Revenues obtained by the Federal Gov
ernment could be made available for purposes of financing the Federal program 
with the excess tu rned over to other governments of general jurisdict ion or, and 
I think preferably , the revenues could be used to establish regional water 
quality management agencies -which are the other element in my proposed 
strategy.

Research on w ater  qu ality management over t he past several y ears has clearly 
shown tha t major efficiencies can be obtained by the implementation of water 
quality management systems on a regional basis. In addition to the standard 
trea tmen t of waste waters, such man agement systems could include a number of 
other altern atives  closely articu lated in planning and operation. These could 
include riverflow regulation, putting air  directly into streams, brief periods of 
high-level chemical treatm ent during adverse conditions, and others. Studies of 
the Potomac, the Miami of Ohio, the Delaware, the San Francisco Bay region, and 
of other areas have shown beyond question the economies to be realized by this 
kind of regional approach. It  appears th at  such an approach can only be effec
tively implemented by a regional ri ver basin agency having the authority  t o plan, 
construct, and operate the necessary facilities. Again, there  is a role f or Federal 
leadership in the establishments of such agencies. So far . tendencies to support 
such an approach a t the Federal level have been minimal.

The Feder al Government could, of course, take direct action. It could set up 
regional wate r quality management agencies or regional w ater resource manage
ment agencies. These could be s epar ate entities, such as TVA, or regional units

1 M ore  re ce ntly , eff lue nt ch ar ge s sc he mes  hav e bee n bro ught in to  be ing in  Cz echo slo vakia, 
Fra nce , an d E ngla nd. A la w  is  pe nd in g w hi ch  wo uld bri ng su ch  a scheme  in to  be ing in 
Ca na da .



of Federal agencies, such as proposed by the first Hoover Commission. There has 
been so much opposition to arrangements of this natu re tha t it is questionable 
whether the Federal Government should or would be willing to move in this  
fashion. An a ternat ive would be for  the Federal Government to establish incen
tives and guidelines fo r the organization and operation of regional management 
agencies, eit her under Sta te law or through inte rsta te compacts. An agency with 
adequate authority  to plan and implement a regional water quality management 
system would be eligible for a grant of fu nds to support a portion of its budget 
to help staff the agency and to make the first data  collections, analyses, and 
formulation of specific measures for wate r quality  management. If  the Federal 
Government is satisfied th at the proposed program and the plan for its imple
mentation satisfy  crite ria for its efficient operation, the agency might be eligible 
for a grant  to assist  it with actual construction and operating expenses. Such a 
system might appropriately be limited to the early implementation—say, 5 years. 
During this period, it would be necessary to work out longer-term arrange
ments for financing the agency. Clearly, the proposed effluent charges system 
could play a major role in this. Presumably, adm inistra tion of the effluent charges 
system would be turned over to the regional agencies with the Federal level of 
charges continuing to be regarded  as a baseline. In this manner, regional scale 
measures would be financed while a t the same time providing appropria te incen
tives to waste d ischargers to  cut back on t hei r emissions. Special provisions might 
be included in the Feder al law toward marginal  indu stria l plants which might 
go under and where there  is a broader social interest  in protecting them. I t should 
be noted tha t where serious efforts to implement regional water quality manage
ment has been undertaken (as  in the Delaware and the Miami), one of the most 
serious problems has been to set up adequate financing arrangements.

I have no doubt tha t Federal leadership toward implementation of an  effluent 
charges system and the creation of regional water quality management agencies 
can put us on the path  to continuing effective and efficient management of the 
quality  of our waters. I believe t hat this approach merits serious consideration 
as a strategy  for dealing with our serious national wate r pollution problem.

I would like to point out to the subcommitte, although the members may al
ready be well aware of it, th at  one step in the direction of a strateg y along these 
lines has a lready been taken . Senator Proxmire, joined by nine other distinguished 
Senators (Mansfield, Young, Nelson. Dominick, Case, Hartke,  McGovern, Can
non. and Pel l), has introduced a bill (S. 3181, Regional Water Quality Act of 
1970) containing some of the essential elements of the above outlined s trategy. I 
also rega rd the Senator’s speech introducing the bill as an excellent statem ent and  
would, if  permissible, like to  submit it for the record of these hearings.

tFrom the  Congressional Record, Nov. 25, 1969 Daily Ed ition , pp. S14971 -S1 497 6]

S. 3181—Introduction of the Regional Water Quality Act of 1970

Mr. Proxmire. Mr. President, we a re losing the batt le against water pollution. 
We are polluting our wate rs fas ter than we are  cleaning them up. Despite the 
expenditure of over $5.4 billion by the Federal, State, and local governments 
between 1957 and 1909, we are falling behind in the battle. Despite the enact
ment of three major pieces of legislation, we a re losing ground. Despite a loud 
public outcry, we ar e in worse shape now than when the first control legislation 
was enacted. Despite our most vigorous efforts, we have made l ittle progress to
ward cleaning up our Nation’s waterways in the las t 10 years. A comprehensive 
review of our past efforts by the General Accounting Office released jus t 2 weeks 
ago confirms these conclu sions:

“As a result of the approaches followed in the past, many treat ment  facili
ties have been constructed which, because of pollution from other sources, have 
not had an appreciable effect on reducing the pollution or improving wate r 
quality and  uses of the nat ion’s waterways.”

For those of us who have labored long years toward getting the pollution 
control program starte d, the news is very discouraging. To hear  tha t our best 
efforts have largely been in vain is very hard to take. The immediate reaction is 
to deny the facts. Many who have worked so hard will simply refuse to believe 
the facts. “What do you mean, we have not made any progress?” they ask. 
“What about all  the legislation tha t has  been passed, wh at about all of the money 
th at has been spent? What about all of the desperate fighting to obtain the



198

smallest concessions?” The question which must be asked, however, is how 
much cleaner is the water? The simple fact is tha t it is dirtier. Somewhere we 
have made mistakes in organizing the fight.

Yes, money has been spent. Yes, thousands of words have been w ritten  deplor
ing the situation. And, yes, many laws have been passed. But the water is dirtier. 
There is more islime on its surface, there are more dead fish lying along the 
river hanks, there  are  more beaches closed. What then is wrong? Where have we 
failed? The sophisticated observer will immediately declare that we have not 
spent enough money. And he is right—up to a point. But the question must be 
asked, what have we received fo r the money which has been spent? Very little  
is the GAO conclusion. But the problem runs much deeper than simply a lack 
of money. It  runs into the very strategy behind our present efforts. It runs to 
the very hea rt of our current attack on the problem.

We have confused the means with  the ends. We have awarded grants for the 
construction of waste treatment plan ts on a first-come-first-serve basis with 
little  thought to their real contribution to cleaning up the water. We have become 
obsessed with the number of p lants built, and have forgotten to ask how much 
cleaner the water  is. We have emphasized the means and assumed the ends. But 
the means have not produced the desired results. We have built trea tmen t plants, 
but many are  lying idle or only par tiall y operational due to a lack of skilled 
operators. We have bui lt p lants which handle such a small fraction  of the ac tual 
pollutan ts being dumped in the waterway that they have produced no measur
able improvement in water  quality. The General Accounting Office summarized 
the problem very well:

“We believe, however, tha t the benefits obtained from the construction of the 
projects have not been as great  as they could have been, because many waste 
treatment  facilit ies have been constructed on wate rways where major  polluters 
located nearby—industrial and municipal—continued to discharge untreated or 
inadequately treated into the w aterways.”

To understand the  real problem, a brief  review of our present pollution control 
policy is needed.

Our present strategy is based on two central tenets. The first is a policy of 
Federal subsidies fo r the construction of waste trea tmen t facil ities. The second 
is the Federal enforcement policy against individual waste dischargers. In its 
simplest form, present policy amounts to one of the carrot  and the stick. Federal 
subsidies are used to induce municipalities to construct municipal waste tre at
ment plants. This is the  carrot approach. The financial support for waste tre at
ment plant construction was first introduced in the W ater Pollution Control Act 
of 1956 and the authorization  of funds for such subsidies has increased ever 
since. Under present provisions, it is possible for a municipality to recover from 
the Federal  Government up to 55 percent of the cost of constructing treatment 
plants.

The other element of the present policy, the stick, is the collection of enforce
ment efforts initiated by the Federal Wate r Pollution Control Administration to 
bring individua l polluters to heel and force them to increase abatement  efforts. 
Unfortunate ly, comparatively few enforcement actions have been brought 
against individual polluters. The substantial economic and political power of 
these industria l polluters has been a serious roadblock to effective enforcement 
actions.

Although a number of waste trea tment plants have been constructed, many 
of them are  simply not equipped to handle the tremendous demands on their  
capacitv to break down raw sewage. A severe lack of trained operators has 
aggravated the  situation.

Much more important, however, than  simple operational difficulties is the fa il
ure of the present efforts to deal with the major sources of pollution. The report 
of the  General Accounting Office emphasized the fact that much money has been 
spent on plant s which make only very limited contributions to improving river 
and stream quality because they handle such a small fraction  of the total wastes 
dumped in the river. In every major river  system studied by the GAO. the results 
were the same: We have failed to mount a significant a ttack against  the major 
contributors to pollution.

I shall cite only one example studied by GAO to illustra te the point. The name 
of th° river is withheld to protect the guilty :

“This example involves a 170 mile section of one of the largest  interstate 
rivers in the United States. Although there are more than 20 municipalities 
located on this stretch, only six discharge thei r wastes into the river. Sixteen
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Fed era l Wa ter  Pol lution Control Admin istration Grant s tota lling about $6.1 
million and  two Acc elerated Public Works Grant s totall ing  abou t $1.6 million  
were  made to five of the six mun icipa lities  between  April 1957 and Apri l 1969 
for  the  cons truct ion of waste tr eatment fa cili ties .”

During the 12-year period studied from 1957 to 1969, the  new facilit ies  have 
successfully reduced domestic was tes poured into the  rive r in term s of their 
biochemical oxygen demand by 14 percent. Bu t domestic wastes account for 
only 25 percent of the  total  was te dumped in the  river . Thus, the  plants  only 
served to reduce tot al pollu tion in the  riv er by approxima tely  3 percent. How
ever, during the  same period, the amount of ind ustrial was tes dumped into  the 
river increased by an astronomical 350 percent—measured by the  biochemical 
oxygen demand  cre ated which  is needed to brea k down the waste. To auote the 
GAO rep ort :

“The reduc tion in mun icipa l biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) th at  has  
been accomplished  (147,000 P.E.)  is of lit tle  consequence when compared wi th 
the  increase in BOD per mi tted to be discharged by ind ust ries (2.4 m illion PE ).  
Thu s despi te the  exp end iture of over $7.7 million, we have allowed an increase 
in ind ust ria l was te equal to over 16 times  the amount by which we have re
duced domestic  waste. The  summ ary made  by GAO of the  exper ience is very 
enlightenin g:

“Thus, the construction of w aste  tre atm en t fac ilit ies  with  the  aid of $7.7 mil 
lion in federal  gra nts  has not had an apprecia ble effect in abat ing, controlling, 
and  preven ting w ate r pollu tion in this  section of  the  riv er. ”

The rea l source  of the problem should now be clear.  Our present efforts,  de
spit e their  a dmitted lack  o f funding, faile d to even att ack the  m ajor  c ont ributo rs 
to pollution—industr ies  located along the  river.  A ful l 75 percent of the  to ta l 
was tes dumped into the river are  crea ted by ind ust ry and yet  our presen t ef
forts  have had  almost no effect in controlling th is source  of pollution. In fact  
these sources of pol lution increased  almo st 350 pe rcen t in the  12 yea rs between 
1957 and 1969. This  be tte r tha n any thing else should show the  inadequa cy of 
the present stra tegy .

What is more, GAO makes it very clear that  thi s is not an isola ted example . 
The report itse lf con tain s seven other sim ilar  examples, all  of them lead ing to 
the  same conclusion th at our present stra tegy has  almo st complete ly fail ed to 
tackle the major  sources o f ind ustrial pollution.

The grim conclusion one is forced to draw from all  of thi s is th at  our  pre sen t 
strategy for combating  wa ter pollu tion has had only limi ted success in improv
ing the  qua lity  of our  Na tion’s waters . This is not to say th at  these  effor ts have 
not  had the  best  intent ions, that  they  were  not possibly all  we could do under 
the  c ircumstances. Those of us who have  fough t long and hard for ju st  th is much 
know how difficult the  ba ttl e has  been. Bu t we must not give up in the  face of 
past disappointm ents. We must not  become fatal ist s. Wh at we mus t do is re
assess the  situat ion —see where we have  made our  mistake s and red irec t our  
effor ts to correct them. We must look ahead to a new plan, a new str ategy be
fore  it  is too late.

A NEW  STRATEGY FOR POL LUTION CONTROL

To those searchin g fo r a new stra tegy, the re is a gre at deal of hope. An al
ternative strategy does now exist.  It  is a proven stra tegy. Where  it has been 
tried, it  has  met with grea t success. It  promises to yield dra ma tic  progress in 
a rela tively sho rt time. And the  best pa rt  of it is th at  it  is rela tive ly simple. 
What it  is not  is a panacea which will stop all  wa ter  pollu tion overn ight. It  
does promise, however , to sub stantially  improve wa ter  qua lity  thro ugh out  the  
United  Sta tes—improve it  to a degree which presen t effor ts could not hope to 
achieve for many  years  and  only af te r the  exp end iture of hundreds of millions 
of dollars.

What is thi s new str ate gy  ? Like the  p resent stra tegy, it is based on two essen
tia l elements. The first one is the imposition of a system of nat ion al effluent 
charges. The second is the  development of regional agencies for planning  and 
managing wa ter  quali ty on a wide basis. A brief  exp lanatio n of these  two tec h
niques will help focus  our  understanding before we deal with them in detai l.

Fi rs t of all, we mu st und ers tand th at  the  so-called pollu tion problem is es
sen tial ly an economic problem. Pollution  is actual ly the  wasted resou rces of our 
society. Pollu tion rep resent s the  marginal  amounts  of those  resou rces which  we 
have said are  economically no longer  useful. They are the  limited quan tit ies  
which it  is no longer prof itable to recover. Why are they  marginal? Because we
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have said they are. We use resources only to the degree beyond which it is 
cheaper to get more of the resources. This is the value basis we use in our econ
omic system. The direct consequence of this fundamental fact is tha t we must 
seek an economic solution if we are to a ttac k the heart of the pollution problem.

Under the present strateg y there  is an economic incentive to continue polluting 
the environment. It  is simply cheaper in many cases for an industr y to pay a 
fine and continue polluting the water than  to develop pollution control devices. 
It  is one of sheer economics. The only way to reverse this system is to make 
it economical not to pollute. We must create a system which provides an eco
nomic incentive based on the profit motive to reduce the production of waste. 
This is the only permanent solution. Force is not the answer. We must make i t 
profitable not to pollute the water. We must make it profitable for a company 
to recover those marginal resources which it has been wasting up to this time. 
We must make the water a resource which, like every other resource in the pro
duction process, has to be paid for a s a legitimate cost of production.

The first step in this new strat egy would be the imposition of a system of 
national effluent charges. These charges would be levied as a form of rent for 
the use of the water to dispose of indus trial wastes. The charges would vary 
depending on the relative demand placed on the water  in disposing of p articu lar 
waste products. The water  can assim ilate only so much waste. Each polluter 
would be assessed based on the quan tity of the waste discharged and also on its 
relative strength and toxicity.

The wate r would be considered like any other productive resource which is 
Used in the manufacturing process. Merely because it is par t of the public 
domain, and not owned privately, is no reason why it should be considered as a 
free gift of nature to be despoiled without penalty. We do not allow industry 
to go into our national forests and cut timber simply because it is part  of the 
public domain. It is sold to the highest bidder. Why should the water be treated 
any differently?  It is jus t as much a productive resource as timber. The only 
difference is tha t its use cannot be easily allocated. We cannot sell the water 
the way we sell timber. We can, however, charge industry for its use based on 
the degree to which tha t use impairs  its quality and purity. This is only fair. 
It is only rational .

There is no reason why the public should be made t o bear the cost of clean
ing up wate r which industry  has used free of charge to carry  away its waste 
products. Waste disposal is a legitimate cost of production. It  is a normal cost 
of doing business. Why should it be tre ated  any differently from any other legiti
mate cost? Business must be made to accept this doctrine. It  must accept the 
fact tha t it is not the only group competing for the water ’s use. Sportsmen have 
a right to fish the same water. The public has a right to pure drinking water. 
Both the public and the firshermen pay for the use of the water. Why should in
dustry be exempt? These are the reasons for the imposition of effluent charges— 
to make sure tha t industry pays its fai r share like any other water user.

Each type of waste now dumped in our waterways would be assessed a cer
tain amount per pound based on the relative  demand it places on the wate r’s 
capacity to assimilate and break down wastes.

Since the charges would be levied on a per pound basis, there would be a direct 
incentive for polluters to reduce the ir waste production in order tha t a major 
par t of the charge would be eliminated. As new technology develops for limit
ing waste discharges even further, the effluent charge would provide a continuing 
incentive to instal l the most up-to-date production processes to cut down on 
waste production and thus reduce the total bill. The ultimate goal, of course, 
would be to “loop the system” where all of the resources put into the system 
would be totally  used in the manufacturing process, and, therefore, there would 
be no wastes discharged into the environment.

ADVANTAGES

What exactly are the advantages of implementing such a system of effluent 
charges? There are a number of very important advantages:  Firs t, and perhaps 
most importan t, the imposition of such a system will enable us to make rapid 
strides in a relatively short time toward significantly improving the quality of 
our Nation’s waterways. The proposal would attack the major  sources of pollu
tion, unlike the present efforts which have dealt with only a fraction of the 
problem. The economic incentives not to pollute would be very strong. There 
would be almost an immediate impact due to the natura l desire of polluters 
to reduce thei r charges as soon as  possible. That  this is not merely theory ; but
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wh at has  actual ly happened in prac tice  is shown by a number of examples 

wher e the  system has had spe ctacular success.
Severa l exam ples wher e tow ns have imposed so-called sewerage charges on 

ind ust ry for  the use of the  tow n’s w aste  tre atm ent pla nt provide excellent  cases 

in point. These  sewerage cha rge s ar e very sim ilar in their  impa ct to effluent 

charges. The first example is a ma jor  ind ust ria l operation  in Otsego, Mich. T he 

town’s was te tre atm ent pla nt had been designed  und er the  assumption th at  it  

would have to handl e about 500  pounds  of biochemical oxygen demand per day 

in 1983. However, by 1965 the  ac tua l biochemical oxygen deman d—BOD—load 

from the  town’s ma jor ind us trial operation  alone was abo ut 1,500 pounds per  

s  day. The city commission decided to charge the  company fo r all  expenses for

tre ati ng  waste s from the ind ust ry above 500 pounds per day.
The firs t monthy billing  of the firm af te r the init iati on of the surc harg e was 

based  on an estim ated  biochem ical oxygen—BOD—load of 27,000  pounds. This  

represe nted  a tota l of 900 poun ds per  day, down from 1,500 pounds  before the 

tax . For  the second 30-day billi ng period, the  firm’s biochemical oxygen de

mand—BOD—load was down to about 22,000 pounds—7 33 pounds  per  day, 

down over 50 perce nt from  the original 1,500 pounds per  day. Fo r the third  

billing period af te r the  charge had  been init iate d, the  BOD load was down to 

about 15,000 pounds—500 poun ds per day, or  approximately the  BOD load pro

ject ed for  1983. Thus in 3 months the effluent charge had  led to a 66-per cent 

redu ction  in the amo unt of un tre ate d was tes relea sed by the plan t. Wh at is 

more the  effluent cha rge  had bro ugh t the tot al was te discharg ed down to the 

base amo unt  which the  city  ha d agreed to handle . The response to the  charge 

was  obvious, and  very rapi d. I t is very quest ionab le whether cu rre nt Fed eral  

enforcement efforts  would hav e been able to achiev e nea rly the  degree  of  success 

in nea rly the  same time.
The second example  is the development and  init iation of a sewer  surcharge  in 

Springfield, Mo. Faced  wit h sha rply rising  waste  loads in 1962, Springfield 

decided to apply  a surcharge  on ind ust ria l was te disch arges above the norm al 

stre ngth of sewage. The rati ona le, like th at  of the bill we are  introducing  today, 

was  to provide an incen tive fo r ind ust ria l oper ation s to reduce  was te discharges 

and would provide  funds for  expansion  of the  city ’s tre atm en t pla nt faci lities . 

Eac h pla nt disch argin g sewage above the permissible  concent ratio n was not i

fied of the  amo unt of the  prosp ectiv e surcharg e, and of the  fac t th at  the city 

would review the asses smen t wheneve r a pla nt made oper atio nal changes. Even 

before  the  firs t official billing, some pla nts  began to tak e action. A packing 

pla nt th at  faced an asse ssm ent of about $1,400 per month modified its produc

tion  processes  and ended up wi th a sewer bill of only $225 per month. A com

merc ial laun dry , faced  wit h a larg e monthly surc har ge because its waste dis

charge was  warm  and had  a rela tive ly high conc entr atio n of suspended solids, 

made changes th at  resulte d in a signif icant net  savin gs in its  product ion costs 

even with the sewer surc harg e. Many oth er ind ust ries  in the  town took sim ilar  

sw ift corre ctive  action  and  reduced the ir charges sub stan tial ly.
Dr. Allen V. Kneese, a Ph. D. in economics, one of the lead ing aut hor itie s on 

the  economics of wa ter  pol lutio n control , and  incide ntly, the  man who calle d 

• this actio n to the atte ntion of the  Joint  Economic Committe e a few month s ago,

when he appeare d as  a witn ess,  summe d up the  experience of vari ous  commun

ities with sewerage or effluent charges  in his  book ent itle d “Managing Wa ter  

Quality , Economics, Technology, Insti tut ion s” : “The respon ses of ind ust ria l op

era tions to the imposition of sewe r charg es can be gene raliz ed as follows. Fir st, 

w the imposition of a charge or  sur cha rge  ten ds to enco urage  pla nts  to  make

changes th at  in  m any cases redu ce not only the volume of effluents, but  th e wa ter  

intake. Second, sewer charges  ten d to induce an exam inati on of produc tion proc

esses th at ofte n uncovers rela tive ly simple  modifications which may res ult  in net  

reduction  in  to ta l productio n costs .”
Thus,  a syste m of effluent cha rge s can be expect ed to provide  signif icant im

provements  in w ate r qua lity.
The second advanta ge which would  res ult  from  the  imposi tion of a system of 

nat ion al effluent charg es is th at  it  would assig n respo nsib ility  for  pollution con

trol  to those who ar e responsible  for  the pollution.  In oth er words the pollu ters 

would pay for  the dama ges cau sed  by pollution, not the public  a t large. Recently,  

the re has  been increasin g recognition  of the imp ortance of th is fundam ental 

doctrine th at  those who ar e respo nsible  for  pollution should  be responsib le for  

cleaning it up. The Wa ter  Quality Impro veme nt Act of 1969 recognizes this 

esse ntia l respo nsibili ty when it  charges  oil companies,  not  the public, with the
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respo nsib ility  for cleaning up any  fu ture  spills  and for res toring the quality of 
the  damaged environment . The bill we are  introducing today strengthens this 
emphasis. We must restore  the fun dam ental ten et that  the pol lute r and not the 
Government must be ul timately responsible for cleaning up the environment . The 
annual report  of  the  Council o f Economic Advisers s upports  th is view an d recom
mends a system of effluent cha rges to develop a sus tain ed revenue system to 
fight pol lution. I  quote f rom the re port :

“Although it must  ass ist  in elim inat ing the large backlog of cap ital  require 
ments, the federa l government  cann ot and  should not finance local waste trea t
ment indefinitely. In the  long run, locali ties should collect revenues  from the  
polluter s adequa te to sustain the  system and  to expand it  in line with  norma l 
growth. Charges based on use of treatm ent faciliti es provide long-run incentives 
for the  aba tement of pollution.  Effluent charges on polluters in sections of the 
river where there is no municipa l treatm ent could have a sim ilar  effec t; when 
waste discharge is costing ind ust ria l firms a cer tain amount for each pound dis
charged,  the volume of waste wil l be reduced and  the revenue collected will help 
to pay for  collective tr eatment.”

The th ird principal advanta ge of a system of effluent charges is that  it would 
con trib ute  to  the ultimate solut ion of the pollution  problem ; th at  is, the reduct ion 
of was te production. Much of our present effort is direc ted tow ard  converting 
one form of waste  into a nothe r form of waste  which is considered less obnoxious. 
In  the process we may actually cre ate  more waste . We are  merely  chang ing the 
form of waste , not elim inating it. Without concent rated  e ffor ts toward actu ally  
cut ting down on the amount of waste, not modifying its form, we will be shortly 
faced wi th a situation where the  production of was te will ove rtake our abil ity 
to dispose of it. If  we are  to survive in a society which uses enormous amounts 
of mat ter and energy, we must find ways  to reuse  t ha t matt er  and energy th at  
we now give off as waste.

The imposition of a system of nat ional effluent charges  will provide the stron g
est  possible incentives for the  max imum  use  of our productive resources, and thus  
the  redu ction of waste. This  is where “looping the  system”—that  is, conver ting 
was te into  new resources—becomes so essentia l. Not only will thi s conserve valu
able na tu ra l resources which are irrep lacea ble, but  i t w ill dra matica lly cut  down 
on our waste production. This is, withou t question,  one of the most imp orta nt 
long-range advanta ges  of the effluent charge technique for  handling pollution. 
The technology exi sts today in many  cases  for  “looping the  system.” The only 
thin g lacking is an  economic incentive to put it to work. The bill being in troduced 
today wil l provide this needed incent ive.

The fourth major advantage  o f imposing a system of nat ional effluent charges 
would be th at  such a system wou ld provide revenue which could be utilized to 
fu rthe r pollution  contro l effor ts in oth er sectors of the economy, most notably  
in elim inat ing domestic wastes produced by our  munic ipali ties, and, of course, 
to reduce  the enormous size of ou r F ede ral  budget.

The bill we a re introducing to day would provide tha t 50 percent of the revenue 
collected would be red istr ibu ted  to the Nation’s municipa lities  to ass ist them 
in the cons truction and maintenance  of waste trea tment  fa cilit ies. Mr. Pres iden t, 
the re is nothing more obvious today than the fund ing gap between auth oriz atio ns 
and appropriat ions for  the construction of was te treatm ent facil ities . Every  
Member of this body is aware  of the  crit ica l need for more money for  pollution  
cont rol efforts. Unfo rtunately the  Fed era l fiscal outlook tod ay is not promising 
for  increas ed pollution control expendi tures. Unless an alt ern ati ve  source of 
funds is found, the  presen t gap  will almost cer tain ly continue. The  situation 
will con tinue  to get  worse ins tead of bette r.

This bill would provide much of the  add itional  needed revenues. It  has  been 
est imated by Dr. Kneese, alr eady  mentioned, th at  an average  effluent charge of 
10-cents pe r pound of was te appl ied on a nationa l basis  would yield, at  present 
was te production  rate s, approxima tely  $2 billion in revenue each  year. Of course, 
it is expec ted that  the actual  amoun t collected would be lower  due to improve
ments made  by indus try to reduce th ei r waste production.

Conservatively, however, Dr. Kneese est imates that  in the first  year of o pera 
tion, the effluent ch arge  system  could be expected to produce a minimum of $1.5 
billion in revenues which would then  be available to  the municipali ties for  the 
cons truct ion of waste tre atm ent plan ts. This  is almost seven times  the amount 
which would be provided by the  Nixon budget, almost thr ee  times the amount 
the  House has voted, and  lt4  tim es the amount which has been authorized by 
the  Senate for  the  cu rre nt year . In  view of the  fact  th at  there is a $2 bi llion
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backlog for Federal funds alone, the need for increased revenue is painfully ob
vious. This bill would provide that revenue.

Fifth , the bill Will provide strong economic incentives for the creation of re
gional water management associations. These associations will provide th e nec
essary coordination to make a comprehensive at tack on a  region’s water pollution 
problems possible. They will also enable us to take advantage of significant eco
nomics of scale which can be realized in treatment  efforts. This will sharply 
reduce the costs associated with wate r qual ity improvement.

What is more important, the bill will allow the maximum possible freedom in 
developing these water management associations. Existing associations such as 
the Delaware River Basin Commission, will be encouraged to develop compre
hensive plans for treatm ent works and other control measures as soon as pos
sible. Once the Secretary of the Interior is satisfied tha t these plans  are  adequate, 
he is empowered to turn  over to the commission grants from the special tru st 
fund for the construction of regional water improvement facilities. Thus, the bill 
looks towar d turning ultimate responsibility for wate r q uality management over 
to associations which can provide the necessary coordination between industry, 
local governments and State and Federal authorities.

SU MMA RY  OF ADVANTAGES

Thus, the bill presents five princip al advantage s: First , it promises to sharply 
improve w ater quality in a short  period of time. Second, it places responsibility 
on the polluter, and not the public, for paying for damage to the environment. 
Third, the bill works toward an ultimate solution to the pollution problem by en
couraging waste reduction rat he r than  waste conversion. Fourth , the bill will 
provide substantial new sources of sorely needed revenue to finance the construc
tion of municipal waste trea tme nt facilities. Fifth,  and perhaps most important, 
the bill provides strong economic incentives for the creation of regional water  
management associations.

ADVANTAGES FOR INDU STRY

The bill, however, has advantages not only fo r those concerned with cleaning 
up our waters, but for those who are doing the polluting. The immediate reaction 
I have obtained from some people with whom I have discussed the bill is, “How 
about businesses tha t have to use water for legitimate and desirable productive 
purposes? How will they be affected?”

Mr. President, I think there  may be some priva te support for this measure 
among the industries involved. To the indu stria list who is faced with paying 
the charges, the bill h as advantages over the present strategy. Faced by massive 
public demands backed by Fede ral and State enforcement efforts to clean up pol
lution, tho indu stria list is faced with two alternat ives. He can eithe r support 
a system of effluent charges which will enable him to make his own decisions 
as to how best to reduce waste  production through  changes in his production 
processes, at his own speed, or he can continue to face increasing Federal and 
State pressure to stop all pollution by a date which is imposed on him. It  is a 
choice between force and freedom. In either case, the public demands tha t our 
waters be cleaned up—and soon. The demand is clear. It  will not go away. It 
will only increase in the years ahead. Something will be done. The only question 
which now remains is, how will it be done? For the industrialist, our bill presents 
an alterna tive, an alter nativ e much more at trac tive  than  what  he can expect to 
face in the next  few years un der th e present  system.

ADVANTAGES FOR CONSERVAT IONISTS

For the conservationist who is concerned over ends, th at is, actua l improvement 
in the quality of the water, the  bill also has advantages. Some may charge tha t 
the bill does not demand a complete h alt to all wate r pollution immediately. Of 
course, tha t is true. The point is, however, given the practi cal impossibility of 
enforcing absolute stand ards against industry, the bill provides the most reason
able alternative. The bill provides strong economic incentives, incentives industry 
understa nds, to clean up pollution. The r esults  will be much more sweeping than 
those obtained from isolated enforcement efforts to stop all pollution in a given 
industry. The difference is th at  the effluent charge approach will provide the 
maximum across-the-board improvement in wate r quality. And this is what we 
should be interested in. Ideal stand ards which cannot possibly be enforced are  
equal to having no stand ards  at  all. We must accept economic and  politica l reali-
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ties. We must seek the optimum solution, whether or not it  represents the theore
tical ideal. I f we want clean water, not ideal standards, then the effluent charges 
technique is called for. The crisis is too serious to argue over ideal standards. We 
must begin to move swiftly and we must adopt the strategy which will give us 
the maximum amount of improvement in the shortes t time. The system of ef
fluent charges wil l do this. It  will give us cleaner water  in a short time, and that  
is what we should be concerned about.

WHO  SUPPORTS EFFL UENT CHARGES?

Perhaps most important, the effluent charge technique has  substantial support 
in the Federal  Water Pollution Control Administration, the principal agency in
volved in the problem. In a comprehensive study of the Delaware Estuary,  the 
FWPCA concluded tha t—

“ (1) Effluent charges should be seriously considered as a method for  attaining 
water  quality  improvement. (2) A charge of 8 to 10 cents per pound of oxygen 
demanding material discharged appears to produce relatively large increases in 
critical dissolved oxygen levels. (3) A charge of tha t level is not expected to cause 
major regional economic readjustments (such as the closing of industr ial plants) 
in the study area  (Delaware River Estuary).  (4) The charge method attains 
the same goal as a conventional method of improving water quality, but treat
ment costs are lower, and the effect on waste dischargers is more equitable. Also 
the charge provides a continuing incentive fo r the discharger to reduce his wastes 
discharge and serves as a guide to public investment decisions.”

The effluent charge program also has the support of the Council of Economic 
Advisers and the Environmental Pollution Panel of the President’s Science Ad
visory Committee. In addition, the President’s Task Force on Pollution Abate
ment consisting of representatives from the Bureau of the Budget, the Council 
of Economic Advisers, the Department of Commerce, the Department of the In
terior and the Treasury Department strongly recommended a system of national 
effluent charges. W hat is more, the effluent charge technique has the support of 
most major economists and is supported by such research organizations as Re
sources for the Future, which has done substantial research into the system, and 
strongly recommends its implementation in the United States. Thus  the concept 
is not new, and it has the support of majo r elements in the Government including 
the major water pollution control agency.

I might say, Mr. President, tha t th is is a technique tha t has been used for some 
years, with grea t success, in Europe, where, of course, indus try is much more 
intensely concentrated, and thus pollution could be a much more serious prob
lem. It  has been the principal technique which has kept the Rhine River, for ex
ample, from being the terrifically polluted type of stream which so many of 
our waterways, like Lake Erie and other areas, have become. It  works well, 
and has been adopted in Canada as well as in Europe.

WHAT WILL THE  BILL DO?

The bill we are introducing today directs the Secretary of the Inte rior in con
junction with the Secretary of the Treasury to establish a schedule of charges 
for those substances which detract from the quality of our Nation’s waters. The 
charges will be based on the damage different substances inflict on the water. 
Each polluter will then pay an amount based on the quantity of part icular wastes 
he dumps into the water. At any time he may petition the FWPCA for a change 
in his tota l charges due to improvements he has made in the productive process 
which cuts down on wastes.

Fifty percent of the  revenue collected will then be redistributed to municipali
ties for the construction of municipal waste treatment  plants. The remaining 
50 percent will be placed in a special tru st fund which will be a llocated to the 
regional associations once they receive certification from the Federal  W ater Pol
lution Control Administration. This will enable the cities to construct many of 
the badly needed waste treatment facili ties which have not received adequate 
funding in recent years. It  will also provide strong economic incentives for the 
formation of regional water management associations which can provide a coor
dinated at tack on water pollution problems.

Mr. President, the Nation’s water cris is is getting more serious. The need for 
a new strategy of attack is only too clear. The water is getting dirtie r, not 
cleaner. Unless a  new strategy  is developed, it may be many years before any 
significant progress is made agains t water pollution. The bill we are  int roducing
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today provides th at new st rategy . It  promises to yield significant improvements 
in water quality in a short  time. It  will do this  in an equitable manner. It  will 
do it less expensively than  is possible using coersion. Most important, it will con
tribu te to the ultimate solution of the pollution problem, tha t is the reduction 
of waste. As the distinguished Senator from Maine (Mr. Muskie),  who has been 
a grea t leader  in this area, has st at ed :

“Any concept of the environment—air, water, or land—as an infinite reser
voir, with an infinite capacity to dilute, disperse, and assimilate waste is out
moded and irresponsible . . . [We must] shift the focus to waste management and 
reduction as the most effective guaran tee of environmental improvement.”

The bill we are introducing today will work toward this end. As Senator 
Muskie has indicated, we must look to the future . This bill is an effort toward 
tha t end.

Mr. President, I introduce this bill in behalf of myself, the Senator from Mon
tana (Mr. Mansfield), the Senato r from Ohio (Mr. Young), my colleague from 
Wisconsin (Mr. Nelson), the Senator from Colorado (Mr. Dominick), the Sen
ator  from New Jersey (Mr. Case), the Senator from Indiana (Mr. Hartke ), the 
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. McGovern), the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
Cannon), and the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. Pell) .

I ask tha t the bill be appropriately referred, and that it be printed  in the 
Record at  thi s po int

The Presiding Officer (Mr. Allen in the cha ir). The bill will be received and 
appropriately referred; and, withou t objection, will be printed  in the Record 
in accordance with the  Senato r’s request.

The bill (S. 3181), to provide a program of pollution control in selected rive r 
basins and waterways of the  United States through comprehensive planning and 
financial assistance to municipa lities and regional management associations for 
the construction of waste trea tment facilities, introduced by Mr. Proxmire (for  
himself and other  Senators), was received, read twice by its title, referred to 
the Committee on Public Works, and ordered to be printed in the Record, as 
follows:

“S. 3181 

“short title

“Section 1. This Act may be cited as the “Regional Water Quali ty Act of 1970”. 

“findings and purpose

“Sec. 2. (a) Congress finds and declares that  the  clear, f resh, natu ral waters  of 
the Nation’s rivers, lakes, streams, estuaries, bays, and coasta l areas have become 
despoiled and unsightly dumping grounds for the wastes of our industries  and 
for the raw or inadequately  trea ted sewage of our communities; tha t there  is 
a national concern for the potential ly harmfu l effects of these waters to our 
health  and welfare, for the esthetic qualities of these waters,  and for the suit 
ability of these waters for municipal, agricultural,  indus trial,  recreational and 
wildlife and sport and commercial fish u ses ; th at there is a national urgency to 
control, prevent, and eliminate polluting substances in these waters through the 
construction, where appropriate , of coordinated river  basin or areawide waste 
trea tmen t works if these wate rs are to be reclaimed and restored to adequate 
standards of quality for our health, welfare, and resource needs; tha t present 
Federa l programs now author ized to provide financial assistance in the con
struct ion of such works are inadequate to meet the rising demand for the works 
and tha t these programs have focused on the  need for individual municipalities 
to construct treatment  facil ities rather than on coordinated efforts to clean up 
entire river  basins and atta ck all major sources of pollu tion; tha t these present 
programs need to be supplemented by a program which focuses on a coordinated 
regional approach which provides desirable economic incentives to water users 
to conserve water and to minimize pollution through reduction in the quant ity 
of waste products dumped into these waterways and which will encourage the 
formation  of interstate regional water  management associations which ulti 
mately will assume ful l financial responsibility for  the provision of waste tre at
ment works in the most effective and economically efficient manner.

“ (b) It  is therefore the purpose of this  Act to encourage the formation of per
manent  regional wate r management associations which are  responsible fo r the 
preparation  and development of comprehensive pollution control plans for all 

■ or pa rt of a river basin or  p art s thereof tha t is consistent wi th or part  of a com-
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prehensive  river basin  wa ter  and  rela ted  land use plan for  the  area . These  object ives  shall be accomplished th rough—
“ (1) the establish men t of economic incen tives  to wa ter  users to conserve wa ter and  minimize wastes and  to join  together in regional wa ter  m anagement associa tions to promote  th e m ost efficient use of th e wa ter  sources  of the reg ion ; and
“ (2) the  provision  of financial ass istance  to m unic ipal ities  and  regional managem ent assoc iations for the construction of was te tre atm ent facili ties.

“d e fin it io n s

“ Sec . 3. For th e purposes of this Act th e te rm—
“ (1) ‘Secre tary ’ means the Secre tary  of the In terio r;
“ (2) ‘construction’ includes  pre lim inary planning to dete rmine the  economic and  engineering feasibil ity of wa ste  tre atm ent activ ities , the  engineering,  arc hitec tural, legal, fiscal, and economic investigations and studies, surveys, designs, plans , work ing drawings, specifications, procedures, and other action necessary  to the cons truction of such fac iliti es; and the  erection, building , acquisition , alteration,  remodeling, improvement, or extension of such fac ili tie s; and  the inspection  and supervision of the construction of such f ac ili ite s;
“ (3) ‘was te treatm ent fac ili tie s’ means the  various devices used in the trea tment  of sewage or ind ust ria l wastes of a liquid nature , including the necessary inte rcep ting  sewers, out fal l sewers, pumping, powers, and other equipment , and their  appurtenances,  and  inclu des any extensions, improvements, remodeling, addi tions, and a lte rat ion s th er eo f; and
“ (4) ‘State’ means a State, the  Distr ict  of Columbia, the  Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands , and  Guam.

“n a tio n a l  a fflu en t  ch ar ge s

“ Sec . 4. (a ) In fur the ran ce of the  purpose of thi s Act, the Secreta ry and the  Secreta ry of the Treasury sha ll prescribe such regu lations as  are necessary to esta blish and put into effect not  lat er  tha n June  1971, a  schedule of nat ional effluent charges  for all those substan ces  oth er tha n domestic sewage which detra ct  from the  qual ity of the  water  for municipal, agricultura l, indust ria l, recreat ional, sport , wildl ife and  commercial fish uses. In dete rmin ing such charg es the  Secreta ry shal l consider the  relatio nsh ip between  the quant ity  and quality  of th e waste  di scharged and the  res ult ing  dam age to the  qual ity  of the waterw ay as the base fo r specific charges.
“ (b) Revenues collected by the  Sec reta ry of the  Tre asury pu rsu an t to such charges shall  be deposited in a tr ust  fund  (here ina fte r referred to as the ‘fun d’) in the  Treas ury  to be avai lable wi tho ut fu rth er  appropriat ion to the Secretary  for  use as  prescribed in section 5.
“ (c) Any person who violates  any regu lation estab lished pursu an t to this Act sha ll be subject to a civil pen alty of not  less than $1,000 nor  more than $5,000 fo r each violation. Each  day of such violat ion shall constitute  a sep ara te offense. Such penalties  may be compromised by the  Secretary , when deemed in the  public in terest.
“ (d)  The  United  Sta tes dis tri ct  cou rts shall , upon petit ion by the  appropr iate  United Sta tes  atto rney or the  Attorney General on behalf of the  United  States,  have jur isd ict ion  to restr ain  violations of regu lations establish ed pursu ant to thi s Act.

“u s e  of  fu n d

“ S ec . 5. (a ) The Secreta ry sha ll dis tribu te amounts received in the fund  in each fiscal year according to the  following  fo rm ula: fifty per  centum sha ll be allocate d to municipa lities  for  the  cons truct ion of was te tre atm en t faci litie s in accordance with section 6, an d fifty per  centum shall  be allo cate d to regional  wa ter  managem ent associations for the  construction  of waste  treatm ent fa cilit ies i n acco rdance with section 7.

“GRANTS TO MUNICIPALITIES

“ S ec . 6. From  allocations pu rsua nt  to section 5 the  Sec reta ry shal l make gran ts to mun icipa lities  in any State  for  the  cons truction of waste  trea tment  faci lities . Such gra nts  shall  be made on a priority basis dete rmined by the Secreta ry in accordance  with  the  purpose of thi s Act in such  manne r as  to provide fo r such  fac iliti es where the  need i s greates t.
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“ GRANTS to regional management  associations

“Sec. 7. From allocations pursuant to section 4 the Secretary shall make 
gran ts to regional management associations for the construction of waste tre at 
ment facilities. Such gran ts shall be made (1) in amounts determined on the 
basis of the population of the area  to be served and the urgency of the need, and 
(2) subject to the condition tha t—

“ (A) the association has developed and submitted to the Secretary a com
prehensive wate r pollution control plan for the region over which it has 
jur isd iction;

“(B) such region covers the area of one or  more river basins in one or more 
b  States or is an area in one or  more States of related  land uses;

“ (C)  the Secretary determines tha t such plan provides for a coordinated at 
tack on wate r pollution and other  related conservation problems in such regio n; 
and

“ (D) such association is a permanent  organization with authority (including 
* enforcement authori ty) to carry out such plan.

“other conditions and requ irements

“Sec. S. The Secretary may establish by regulation such other conditions and 
requirements for g rants pursuant to this  Act as he determines necessary to carry 
out the purpose of this Act.”

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Dr. Kneese.
Dr. Wil lard.

STATEMENT 0E DR. BEATRICE E. WILLARD, VICE PRESIDENT, 
THORNE ECOLOGICAL FOUNDATION

Dr. Willard. Thank you very much, Congressman Reuss.
We of the  Thorne Ecological Founda tion are g rate ful for this op

portunity to express our views on this subject.
You have my statement, so I  will summarize very briefly, because 

I think perhaps  the  questions and responses will be more interest ing 
and valuable.

It  is interest ing to me to listen to Mr. Brower and Dr. Kneese here 
this morning  because th eir  ideas, a lthough  we have not collaborated 
at all on this, really complement some of the things we are very 
concerned about and very eager to emphasize.

The first is th at as an ecological organization, we are particularly 
anxious tha t in try ing  to solve all of the grave environmental  prob
lems of the Nation and to effect what help we can to the world in 
this  region, that  we take an ecological view of the whole project and by 
this we mean a long, broad, comprehensive view.

As an illustration  of this, I would like to draw an analogy with the 
way that  NASA works when getting ready for a spaceflight.

All of the various facets of the life-support system for the astro 
nauts are reviewed in detail in advance. They go through experiments; 
they feed all of the information into computers and have everything  
programed in advance to make sure as much as possible th at every
thing is going to really work in concert because they do not want 
the astronauts to get to the moon and not get back.

Thom e Ecological F ound ation  would like to see the same kind of 
approach in relation to the life- support system of the Nation, localities, 
and regions.

Dr. Kneese, I appreciated your comment about the regional river 
basins. I think it is a very ecological approach. I cannot help but 
believe that economics an d ecology come together here somewhere.



208

And  the second po int—I  am  no t an econ omist an d it  is wi th a bi t 
of trep id at io n I  follo w an ou ts tand in g economist on th is  po int —bu t 
the mo re I  stu dy  ecology , the  m ore  I  am conv inced  th a t good ecology 
is good  economics . An d we hav e ma ny  examples  o f t hi s,  b oth ba d and 
good, in  ou r Na tion .

I  have chosen to emphasize  two  good  exam ples :
Mo re th an  50 years  ago we established the na tio na l forest system  

and some of  the  pra ctic es of  the forest syste m in susta ine d yie ld man
age ment of  o ur  t im ber reso urces are bas ica lly  good  economics as well 
as goo d ecology because they  kee p the system at  a po in t where it  c an 
con tinue  to be pro ductive,  he al thy,  viab le, and ca rryi ng  on all of  its 
processes wi th the  lea st am ou nt  of  in pu t of  t ime, energ y, and money 
fro m us.

We have many exam ples  in wh ich , when we d o no t do t hi s, and we 
wa nt  to  a ga in use that  sam e ecosystem pro ductively,  we have  to  in vest  
va st am ounts  o f money and effort , on whi ch we do no t alw ays ge t a 
reco very of  investment or  ecosystem.

I  h ad  th e experience a f ew ye ars ago of  goin g to see wher e the  S cot 
tis h peo ple  were tryi ng  to  pu t a fo rest back t og ethe r again . An d the y 
ju st  have no t been able  to  do it  wi th  signif ica nt in pu t of  scient ific 
expertis e a nd  consid erab le mo ney  an d effort .

And  we have m any  exa mples  o f thi s fact  in  th e w orl d; we have some 
in ou r own Nation .

The  second exam ple,  very briefly , is th at good  economics and  good 
ecology have join ed forces in  th e opera tio n of  the Tay lo r Gr az ing 
Act . I  am no t tryin g to  say  these th ings  are  op erat ing pe rfe ctl y at 
th is  p oin t. Th ey  a re not . B ut  th e Ta yl or  G razing  A ct  w as an at tempt  
to rea lize th at  there is a bal anc e, th at , when we have a he al thy,  viable  
ecosys tem op erat ing wi th ma n rea liz ing he is a very vi ta l pa rt  of  it, 
the who le idea of exc han ge of  ma ter ial s, cyc ling  of  mate ria ls—this  
idea you br ou gh t ou t on an  economic bas is, Dr.  Kneese—is very 
ecological, too.

An d w hen  we real ize we do n ot  own  all of  these  th ings , and  cannot do 
wh ate ver we please wi th them in ou r lifeti me , then  we come to a very  
dif fer ent way  of, as Mr.  Br ow er  so well said , “loving  the  ecosystem.”

In te rrel at ed  wi th all of  t hi s,  of  course, is t hat  we m ust  rea lize th at  
we have to  sta bil ize  the po pu lat ion and pe rhap s even decrease  i t. This, 
to an ecolog ist i s the A . B , C ’s, r ea lly , a nd  we practic e it wi th all kin ds 
of  othe r organisms . We  do no t tr y  to  crow d plan ta tio ns  with tre es : 
we do not  t ry  to overcrowd field s of w hea t; we do n ot t rv  to  overcrowd 
cow’s and sheep on rang elan d or  pastu res . Bu t somehow we have not 
ever qu ite  seen th at  th is same  biological pr inciple ap pli es  to us as a 
bio logical  en tity.

I  cou ld no t he lp bu t th in k of  the double me aning  of  the  words 
“dense” used  by Mr.  Brow er.  How dense can  we be in tel lec tua lly  
and  bio log ica lly  on th is  po int. The resu lt can  on ly be to  dil ute  ou r 
cap aci ties, ou r resources, and to augm ent env ironm ent al prob lems.

I t is, of  course, the same th in g we face  in relation  to infla tio n:  As 
long  as we inflate the po pu latio n,  the in di vi du al ’s value and  capacit y 
goes d wvn; his  ab ili ty  to influence an ything  goes down. I t also in 
creases the environmenta l pro ble ms  very  severe ly.

You asked us eig ht  ve ry ch al len ging  questions. Congressman Reuss, 
and I  have a few comments on some of  these.  Ce rta in ly  the y are  not 
the solu tion.
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The first thing , we feel very strongly that the Nation needs a Na
tional Center of Ecology. Whether we call it ecological action, eco
logical health, or coordination, whatever, we need something tha t is 
looking a t the total  ecosystem of the  Nation and all o f the  individual 
ecosystems that comprise it.

The first thing  th is organization needs to do is to make a survey o f 
existing resources.

Now, we have forest surveys, soil surveys, geological surveys. But 
never have we really looked at all of these resources at one time in 
concert—as ecosystems.

I realized this so well a few years ago when the  hearings were being 
held on the central Arizona project. A representa tive from Texas was 
wanting more of the NAWA PA water in Texas.

“What did he want  to do with it? ” the Louisiana  representat ive 
asked.

“We want to grow cotton.”
“Why do you want to grow cotton, when we are getting paid in 

Louisiana to keep it out of production ?”
And ecologically, this is a very good question.
And this center would have many duties : It  would institu te the 

research programs to augment present ecological knowledge. It  would 
act as a clearinghouse for informat ion and it  would provide teams 
that could help all types of groups tha t are tryin g to solve ecological 
problems. The center might have a commission which would review 
all types of projects that  have some environmental impact so tha t 
they might be scrutinized to  avoid detrimental ecological effects, dupli- 
cation, or acting at counter-purposes.

The center would hopefully determine what  the optimum density 
is for the population of th e Uni ted States. It  would also develop edu
cation programs to lead us into better unders tanding our role as stew
ards of land  and sea.

Then, we have some other suggestions that we think  would be 
helpful . Often the public agencies, which are supposed to serve the 
public good, are in fact the enemies of the environment. This was very 
clearly seen in relation to the fight over the dams in the Grand Canyon. 
Rapid action is needed by all agencies to review all theirs projects 
from the standpoint of ecological impact. All new projects should be 
stopped now unti l it can be determined how they are going to affect 
the environment, and how many of these projects are really going to 
be needed.

Another question put  to each project  should be “How does it fit into 
a total  plan, not just a plan for the Colorado River  Basin or some 
other place?”

But I often think,  in relation to ecology, tha t if we ran our indi 
vidual or national bank accounts the way we ran  our ecology in this 
Nation, we would all be bankrup t alreadv. We are always looking at 
ecology in a very short-te rm way; and life is long-term. It  has been 
here a long time and hopeful ly it will be around a long time longer, 
and I  want man to be here with it, too.

And we need to hopefu lly get the land management agencies up
dated, as well as the project agencies. All of these organizations are 
doing a credi table job. Al though we may differ with them on various 
points, we are not saying they are dishonest in any way. But with  the
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present informat ion explosion man needs to be retreaded intellectually 
every 5 years. Some of the agency people have been in  office for 35 
years and they have never had much opportunity  for “intellectual 
retreading .” In addition the  agencies all need to review the ir policies 
thei r programs, thei r in format ion, and to b ring it up to date ecologi
cally.

Also, to emphasize the hearing  you held last summer on population, 
and to underscore what the President has said on this  same subject is 
highly  important. A real forceful positive program on population 
stabilization is a very crying need.

I haven’t any brilliant ideas about exactly how to go about it, but 
maybe we can s tart  in some small way. For instance, the income tax 
system certainly puts a premium on children rath er t han  in  any way 
benefiting those who do not have children. As it now stands,  the more 
you have, the more deductions you get, not tha t a deduction necessarily 
pays for a child.

In regard  to the question you asked about on litigation as one of the 
ways to handle some of these environmental problems, having closely 
observed three in the State of Colorado in the last 9 months, I  would 
say tha t this is a very costly, slow-moving, and not necessarily effective 
method of handling  the environmental problems tha t face us.

In the first place, it  often stops people from action rath er than pro
pelling them into it,  because you have to be awfully mad and awfully 
desperate to use the tool.

Of course, we are being led by effective people in th is area, such as 
Victor Yannacone. He is ce rtainly g iving people courage, but he also 
charges a high retainer.

I thin k there are some other  avenues, institutions such as the Labor 
Relations Board, public land courts, review systems, and so forth .

And I would like to see—since we s till are, and I hope we remain 
so for some time, a capita listic  Nat ion—that  we would use some ways 
and means of encouraging industry and private individuals to take 
positive action. In legislation th at  is passed in relation to  air and  water 
pollution and other kinds of environmental  controls, we should not 
necessarily always th ink about means of negative s lapping of hands. 
And this would mean, perhaps, put ting  a floor, a threshold that  has to 
be met, and then leaving a ceiling off so the industry could go as fa r 
as they wanted, they might be motivated to do more.

I think that  sums up my remarks. We certa inly appreciate the op
portun ity.

(Dr. W illa rd’s prepared statement follows:)
Prepared Statement of Dr. Beatrice E. Willard, Vice President, Thorne 

Ecological Foundation

I am Dr. Bea trice E. Will ard,  vice pres iden t of the Thorne Ecological Founda
tion  in Boulder, Colo. This  organiz ation apprecia tes Congressman Reuss’ in
vita tion  to voice its  thou ghts  on wh at needs to be accompl ished during the  
“Env ironmen tal Decade” of the 1970’s in orde r to solve the Nat ion’s many en
vironmental problems. We at  Thorne have  three ma jor  inter re lat ed  points we 
would like to emphasize in reg ard  to the “Env ironmental Decade of the 1970’s.”

Fi rs t and  foremost, as ecologists, we a re  concerned th at  an  ecological approach 
he used in seeking  solutions to the  many environmental problems—a ir  pollution, 
wa ter  pollution , land  degrada tion , poisoning of plan ts, animals, ourselves, with  
“miracle chemicals,” extin ction  of species, and  m ost of all the hum an popula tion 
explosion. The ecological approac h firs t takes a broad  long view of the environ-



ment and its problems as  an entire ty—of the ecosystem as the complex, multidi
mensional fabric tha t i t is. Having taken this integra ted wide view, then compre
hensive solutions must be sought. This does not mean tha t individual solutions 
to the above-mentioned conditions are ineffective—but it does mean we should 
know in advance where and how these solutions fit into the whole life-support 
system and what effects these individual solutions may have on the total ecologi
cal fabric. Otherwise, we may end up with a thread here knotted to one over 
there, and so forth—pulling the whole fabric up into a functionless ball.

As an example of how this broad view could function, an analogy with the 
operation of NASA is useful. NASA, in preparation for each spaceflight thoroughly 
analyzes all facets of each flight—before, during, and afte r—to ensure its suc
cess; to avoid predictable problems; and to maintain the mechanical life-support 
system in equilibrium with the demands upon it. This atti tude of to tal scrutiny 
of action, when applied to the impact tha t man has had on ecosystems, can be 
very beneficial to the Nation and the world, at  a time when concern for the 
environment has never been greater.

To continue the analogy, NASA uses the  lat est theories, mathematical  models, 
and equipment of systems analys is to accomplish its huge task of coordination, 
judgments, and decisions necessary to maintain a living system away from this  
planet. Data from all par ts of the system a re fed into computers that are pre
programed to yield information and instructions to keep all systems “go” ; or to 
sound an alert, if some system is not “go.” Such an approach to the ecosystems 
of this  Nation—of which man has long been an integral and vital par t—could 
bett er enable him to harmonize his activities with those of the  systems, in such a  
way as to operate at optimum levels much, if not all, the time. In this way he 
would frequently avoid ecological disrup tions; instead he would operate in a 
constructive role in ecosystems. A branch of the science of ecology—systems 
ecology—is presently addressing itse lf to just  this task.

Second, we would like to point out tha t the good ecology is good economics. 
There is wide belief and feeling among leaders in business, and some Government 
agencies, tha t good ecology is too expensive; tha t the cost of concern for the 
environment cannot be trans mit ted to the consum er; that the choice is either 
ugliness and prosperity, or beauty and ban kruptcy ; e ither clean rivers  and closed 
factories, or water pollution and active economy. Rut as a resul t of this con
tention, we are  also witnessing the fact tha t utilizing ecosystems for short-term 
gain can result  in a long, and fa r more costly process of restoration.

Interestingly, the words “ecology” and “economics” come from the same Greek 
root : oikos, meaning “home” or “habitat.” Therefore, it is not surprising  tha t 
some of the principles of these fields interrelate , especially those having to do 
with balance, stability, diversity,  the integra ted interact ion of components, as 
well as inflation.

That  good ecology is good economics is  illust rated  by some of our national 
act ivi ties :

1. The congressional act that established the national forests in the early  
par t of this century, brought about a budgeted, balanced, integrated removal of 
timber from the public lands so as to ensure the continued high productivity 
of quality  timber by those lands. “Balance,” “budget,” “stabil ity of stand,” 
“diversi ty” were not being taken  into account by the early  timber barons who 
reaped all they could and left  behind devastated ecosystems tha t have been 
costly to rebuild—sometimes more costly to rebuild than  observing ecologically 
oriented methods of logging would have been to practice.

2. The Taylor Grazing Act of 1034 formed the Grazing Service for the purpose 
of managing the public grazing lands in such a manner as to provide continued 
grazing productivity, so as to stabilize the livelihoods of stockmen. This economi
cally ecological approach to grazing lands supplanted the exploitive methods that 
were leading to ultimate destruc tion of the  resource. Now stockmen can harvest  
better animals while rebuilding and maintain ing bette r range—but it  was costly 
to have to rebuild.

These two examples epitomize Teddy Roosevelt’s “wise use” in contrast  to ex
ploitation and consumption- They illust rate continuity of a resource, not its ob
literation. But unfortunately  man’s activities  in other ecosystems of our Nation 
still provide us with numerous examples of exploitation and consumption, ra the r 
than of wise use. Fortunately  the Nation recently has become acutely aware tha t 
our once beautiful and bountiful country is deteriorat ing—rapidly.

Third, a stable population, balanced against  our resources and the quality of 
environment, is imperative to survival of the American way of life—even to life
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itself. The f act is tha t there is an optimum number of organisms for the resources 
of any given site. Ecologists have long known this fact from studying the opera
tion of animal and plant populations. It  is the  principle practiced by the Forest 
Service in its sustained yield forestry . It  is the principle used in determining 
carrying capacity for grazing lands. When the optimum number is exceeded, re- . 
sources are thrown out of balance and the economy of the ecosystem deteriorates.
When this optimum is maintained, th e processes inherent in the  system continue 
at a high level of productivity and well-being.

The principle is clear but we have yet to come to grips with its application 
to us—as a society, or as a species.

The ecologist sees that  we must curb the human population explosion—just as  „
we seek to curb inflation. “Inflation of the population” makes each individual 
less valuable, less capable of action, more depressed, just as inflation of the dollar 
does these same things. As a Nation of “rugged individualis ts,” we can hardly 
allow for  t hat  to happen to people. Inflation of population also makes the whole 
Nation run faster and faste r in an  effort to catch up—more roads, more houses, 4more cities, more electricity, et cetera—all of which dilutes our quality environ
ment, depletes our resources faste r, postpones our investment of time, talent, 
money in items of culture—education, music, art.

Our national theme really should be “better and better,” rather than “more 
and more.” “Better and better” would be reflected in a large gross national 
product from higher quality rather than quantity. We see this operate now in 
agricul ture, where a peach tree can either be managed so it bears hundreds of 
small, barely edible, or salable fruits, or dozens of large, juicy, delectable fruits 
tha t are  easily sold at relatively h igh prices.

Were we to focus on a “quality life” as a Nation, many significant changes 
would be wrought. We could gradually eliminate poverty, crime, delinquency, 
segregation, as well as solve our environmental problems. But when we concen
tra te on quantity, it leaves l ittle time, energy, or money to develop quality.

Population stabilization would do much to assis t in all environmental problems.
Instead of planning sewerage t reatment plants on an ever-expanding scale, we 
could plan for a given number and work for their  g reater  and grea ter efficiency 
of trea tment so as to release cleaner and cleaner water. Instead  of planning more 
and more roads, we could develop those we have to their best advantage, leaving 
landscape and cities free of the goliathan tha t now strangles so many. Instead 
of the demand for a new city every month, we could do a better job of rebuilding 
the ones we have with a better, more livable design. Instead of seeking more and 
more minerals, we could concentrate on learning how to recycle the ones we have 
already extracted.

We can learn a great lesson by observing a stable ecosystem in its economics.
It is a dynamic system, with continuous flow of energy and materia ls into 
and out of it. There is turnover of individuals, but there is an equilibrium es
tablished where there are no g reat excessive nor deficiences. All fit s; all works 
together as a unit. With a stabilized human population at a level scientifically 
determined as optimum for our natura l resources, our society could enjoy this 
same high level dynamic equilibrium for centuries. If we do not, the outlook 
is bleak indeed. «

In regard to population stabilization, it is often said tha t there is no use con
trolling U.S. population when the people in other countries are  reproducing a t 
a fas ter rate. Several facts bear directly on this: (a) Each person in the 
United States uses six times as much of the world’s resources than persons 
outside the U.S.A.—thus our population stabilization would tend to bring us •
into bette r balance with the world’s resources; (ft) stabilizing our own popula
tion would speed the rate  at  which we could solve our myriad environmental 
problems, and (c) our demonstration tha t we want to and can do come into 
balance with resources, for our own national good, will speak for itself to our 
neighbors.

ACT ION  PROPOSALS

(a) The most important single program the Thorne Ecological Foundation 
can envision for the environmental decade is formation of a National Center 
for Ecological Action. This organization would have several interrelated  
func tions:

1. To make an ecological survey (an environmental resources inventory) of 
the Nation and determine the presen t state of ecological “health” of all the 
ecosystems. This survey would be conducted in a series of phases and would 
utilize the latest in data  storage and re trieval;



2. To institute research programs on those facets of the Nation’s ecosystems 
where present information is i nadequa te for determining a course of a ctio n;

3. To act as a clearinghouse for information on all types of “environmental 
concern” programs, thei r data  and techniques encourage the private  sector to 

accomplish as much as  it can as rapidly as it ca n;
4. To provide “environmental quality  control” teams for consulting with Fed

eral agencies, local and State  governments, private citizens on what is needed 
on specific environmental issues. These teams would have expertise in basic 
ecology, hydrology, climatelogy, computer programing, systems analysis, group 

dynamics, environmental design, and engineering;
5. To determine criter ia for national , regional, and local “carr ying capacities,” 

closely coordinated with the environmenta l inventory and with local and re

gional needs, resources, and individuality ;
6. To establish a “blue-ribbon” commission for reviewing all Government 

projects affecting the environment so tha t coordination of activities and results 

in all sectors could be assured. (Thi s could coordinate and complement the 
Council on Environmental Quality.)

7. To develop stewardship programs in regards  to all lands, priva te and 
public. This is a long-term goal, but could be pushed on public lands to great er 
extent than now exists. Government agency attit udes are still somewhat 

exploitive.
8. To have an international branch to monitor effects of ou r national activities 

on world ecosystems.
(&) We believe tha t special congressional commissions assigned to accomplish 

specific tasks in regard to environmental problems are  effective. They c an :
1. Mobilize expertise from all sectors of the Nation ;
2. Give private citizens a variety of opportunities for input  through holding 

open forums, conferences, think  sessions, sending questionnaires, etc .;
3. Analyze information and ideas on specific topics and make recommenda

tions from the vantage point of indepth efforts by team approaches.
(c ) Our third suggestion would be for  the Congress to pass a general resolu

tion of mandate to the various project agencies to underta ke immediately re
views of their  policies and procedures in regard to environmental quality and 
to update these policies and procedures in such a way as to incorporate the 
most up-to-date ecological and systems analysis information at  the earlies t 
possible planning and action stages. Include the halting plans for new projects 
until they are reviewed from this standpoint. Have them modify projects in 
progress to conform as well as possible to this mandate. Provide necessary 
funding for this review and updating.

Explanat ion : It  appears from various recent situat ions highlighted by con
servationists tha t some of the grea test threa ts of national environmental quality 
come from the project agencies. It  seems tha t they often just ify operations by 
questionably arrived -at cost-benefit ratios tha t seldom consider the more 
intangible benefits of environmenta l quality, social costs from loss quality, etc. 
Their powers to act in a juggernaut fashion have been fa r better elucidated 
by numerous autho rs than I can here in the few moments available  to me.

We at  Thorne recognize and sympathize with the human qualities tha t lead 
to empire building and the necessity to justify the empire, once built. We have 
compassion for the innocent whose jobs may change or vanish. But we do not 
agree with maintaining a goliatha n beyond its period of usefulness by allowing 
it to be self-perpetuating, any more than  we would have believed in to main
taining  the carriage  business in the face of the automobile industry.

(d ) A thir d idea is to pass a similar resolution to the land management 
agencies, so as to facili tate the ir efforts to update personnel and management 
techniques.

(e ) We would like to see the national leaders take some positive, tactful,  
effective leadership toward population stabilization. Since this stabilization is 
central  to the solution of most other environmental problems, it needs the best 
efforts of the Nation’s leadership, as well as the ir immediate attention. One 
approach is from the standpoin t of the enlightened self -interest to the individual, 
his community, nation, and w’orld.

One small start ing point might be to remove the premiums allowed families for 
childbearing, by limiting to two the number of income tax  deductions a couple 
could claim. This could encourage those who are now in t hei r prime childbearing 
yea rs to limit thei r families. Making this retroactive to famil ies nowT here would 
be unfair and very controversial. Something along this line for welfare allot
ments would help too.



(f) We are convinced that  environ men tal arb itration  boards,  review systems, 
environmental courts of appeal, etc., could be enormous ass istance  in giving 
citizens opportu nity  for review and  redress on environmen tal issues.  They could 
be more immediate , incisive, effective, and  less expensive than  class-action litigation .

Class-action litig ation would seem to be the las t reso rt, when all else fa il s: 
Fir st,  it is not well understood in its  f unc tion ing by the average  ci tiz en ; second, 
it is enormously expensive for  the citizen, thu s excluding many people and  most 
situ ations from its use. Only when enough  people get mad enough, and  pool th eir 
resou rces in spite of it all, is class-action litig atio n usua lly undertaken . True, 
organiz ations like the Environmen tal Defense  Fund are  teach ing us th at  there 
is more money a nd  public pres sure  ava ilab le tha n we once would have expected. 
Bu t ci tizens cannot afford thi s kind of action in adeq uate  amounts to be effective 
in the number of cases requ iring it. I speak  with  the  experience of close obser
vation of three such action s in Colorado in the  las t 7 months, the  expenses of 
which have not nearly been met, despite  sizable personal contribution of time, 
effort, and  money.

(g) We see very lit tle  in proposed or exis ting  legislation th at  is real ly 
encouraging indust ry to get  busy and  solve envi ronmental problems on a volun
tary basis. It  is very  signif icant to me that  when Sputnik soared into space  in 
the  fall  of 1957, the  Nation  suddenly got 100 percent motivated and  solved 
technical, adm inis trat ive , and fun ding problems to meet that  challenge. The 
same thing w as tru e in 1941, when Pe ar l Ha rbo r exploded in our  face. But why 
should the Nation  need to be pushed aga ins t the  wall  to use its  God-given 
intelligence and resources to solve the  environmental problems before some facet  
of the  many-dimensional environmental issue erupts,  to its det riment  and  perhaps extinction?

Basically, we need three thi ngs: (a ) recognition th at  the re is a massive 
environm enta l problem th at  requ ires  ecologically sensit ive solutio ns;  (b) cour
ageous lead ership  to action, th at  cu ts across par ty lines, redtape, government  
versus the pr iva te sector, the “gene ration gap” ; (c) incisive, rap id author iza tion 
of a broad spect rum of ecologically oriented  programs, only a few of which have 
I mentioned here.

Again, I thank the Subcommittee on Conse rvation and  Na tural Resources and 
Cha irma n Reuss for  thi s opportuni ty. Volumes could be writte n on the subject 
of these hearings. I hope we have at  lea st given a few useful ideas.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you very much, Dr. Willard.
Mr. Poole, I understand you have a later  engagement. I wonder 

if it would be agreeable with  the  other  panelists  if  we asked Mr. Poole 
to present his paper  and then submit himself to questioning before 
we go on with the questioning of th e others? If  there is no objection, 
we will do that.  You may proceed, Mr. Poole.

STATEMENT OF DANIEL A. POOLE, PRESIDENT. WILDLIF E 
MANAGEMENT INST ITUTE

Mr. Poole. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman. I could stay later and be 
questioned with the group as a whole. But I want some freedom to 
leave after  the statements.

I am Daniel A. Poole, president of the Wildlife Management In 
stitute, with headquarters in Washington. D.C. The institute is one of 
the older national  conservation organizations, and its program has 
been devoted to the restoration  and improved management of natural 
resources in the public in terest for more tha n 50 years.

It  is a pleasure to partic ipate  in these important hearings. Unlike 
some subjects that come before Congress on which public opinion is 
divided, few question the necessity for the initiation and expansion of  
programs to counteract the progressive deterioration of the environ
ment. There doubtlessly will be differing views on the  kinds of pro
grams th at appear advisable and the problems deserving prio rity  con-
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sideration. And if past experience is any guide, the danger is tha t we 
will not think  as imaginatively nor act as boldly as the situation 
warrants.

In  these brief  remarks, I am not going to attem pt to lis t or discuss 
the evidence of environmental degradation. The contr ibuting factors 
and the ir effects are well documented.

In  my view, Mr. Chairman,  the action program  tha t requires prior ity 
attent ion in the 1970's is tha t which deals wi th population regulation. 
The most severe thre at to the quality  of the environment, on both 
a nationa l and a global scale, are the  ugly  consequences of continuing 
population expansion.

Uppermost in the mind of every person concerned about the environ
ment should be the realizat ion that all the degrading forces arise 
directly from people. The destruction of open space, the pollution of 
water and air, the unend ing congestion of more and more highways, 
the noisy and fumeladen airports  and the ir travel lanes, the  applica
tion of pesticides—every thing of t his kind—are done because o f the 
necessity to  feed, clothe, house, transport, and otherwise service and 
accommodate people. The grea ter the number of people, the grea ter 
the demands agains t the land for its resources and for living space.

Evidence at hand suggests tha t these demands already may be up
setting some of the complex and fundamental processes, like the 
oxygen cycle, th at make life possible on earth. The sheer magnitude 
of the population  problem, viewed only from the standpoint  of de
mands agains t the environment, shows clearly tha t we do not have 
the resources to  assure any reasonable kind of a standard  of living in 
futu re years for hundreds of millions more people. Neither do we 
have the capability  to construct and operate the systems necessary 
to receive thei r wastes and render them harmless to the environment. 
The only real hope of dealing with this serious problem is to trea t 
it at its source—to take all the actions available to insti tute and im
plement a national  policy of population regulation.

The basis for such a program, here in the U.S. and elsewhere, is 
contained in the Pres iden t's message to Congress on population, dated 
last Jul y 18. It  contains many recommendations for action. I hope 
no time is wasted in gra nting  the  necessary authori ties and in fund
ing the programs tha t are suggested. New technology can help, of 

• course, but there is no assurance that it is equal to the problems ari sing
from having  too many people.

I  think, too, we have to speak with frankness  on this issue as di f
ficult as it may be at  times. For example, I  heard the other evening 

„ that in New York City during 1969, unwed school girls  in grades
7 through 12 gave birth to 2,480 babies. I doubt that, any kind of 
‘‘family planning" could have helped those girls. In  time, education 
would be helpful if it is pract ical enough to put  the biology of human 
reproduction right on the line. As a fathe r, I know tha t girls  are 
well aware of where babies come from long before most boys. W hile 
education can provide accurate information and improved understand
ing, there is no avoiding the fact tha t more girls  and boys need to 
know what can be done to avoid pregnancy.

I have heard it said tha t there are probably  one million unwanted 
babies born in the United States annually. If  tha t is true , and know
ing what we do about the cause and effect relationship between ex-
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cessive population and environmental degradation, then I urge pro
grams to assist in the voluntary te rmination of unwanted pregnancies. 
Bir th should be the  result o f wanting to have children, but even here 
there should be rethinking  on family size. Birth should not be the 
penalty of being human. And society should not be asked to continue 
to shoulder this burden.

Legalized abortion is only one small way, but a positive one, of 
making  inroads on the popula tion problem. Other more sophisticated 
ways include voluntary sterilization, education, research, family 
planning, and all the rest. Because of the time it  will take for even 
the most comprehensive program to begin to regula te population 
growth,  and because of the absolute and urgent necessity for such a 
program, I urge th at it be given prio rity status as the  No. 1 national 
action program for the protection and improvement of the environ
ment.

A program of next importance would be the installation of environ
mental ins truction in America’s education system. Every young person 
and, I should add, most of the adults, should be made aware tha t his 
life and the well-being of his family, community, State,  and Nation 
depend on the capacity of his environment to sustain him and the 
society of which he is a p art . As the young person matures and begins 
to parti cipa te in society, he has to be sensitive to environmental rela
tionships  so he can help make judgments about road and industrial 
locations, pollution treatment plan t construction, and all the other 
factors tha t influence the  community in which he lives. Everywhere 
I go today people express concern about the  environment. They want 
something done, but they have few ideas about what can be done. 
They voice skepticism about the willingness and ability  of govern
ment to do anything about it. They do not unders tand tha t they can 
do much about thei r environment if they would only speak out.

A thi rd  action p rogram  of grea t urgency involves a national land 
policy. A beginning has been made with the introduction of a bill in 
the Senate several days ago. It  seeks to inspire the States  to think  about 
and plan how land should be used. I t seeks to overcome the present 
chaotic process that permi ts the random spread of indus try, housing, 
and a ll the  rest. We need a national land ethic and a workable system. 
We need a new look at our  philosophy tha t favors priva te gain at 
public expense. Despite wha t the Chamber of Commerce may claim, 
new indu stry brings more tha n jobs and payrolls. I t also brings more 
suburbs, automobiles, crowded roads, and higher taxes for schools, 
highways, police and fire protection, and all the rest.

With  p roper  education and with a responsive national land policy 
program we can hope to  begin to move in the direction of providing 
man with an adequate environment in his own community. And I 
thin k that  is most important.  We must learn to thin k of environ
ment in terms of the community. Much of our present program for 
parks and wilderness is based on the preservation of a few acres of land 
here and there, mostly remote from the hiiman who would use them. 
We are operating on an oasis syndrome, th inkin g somehow that  man’s 
need and desire for natu re can be satisfied by a few scattered and d is
tan t holdings. There is a desperate  need to focus a ttention on all of 
the land between these parks, where people live and work and play. 
We need a good environment in every community.
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The temptation is great to mention many specific problems, the more 
or less standard ones of ai r and water  pollution abatement, solid waste 
disposal, transporta tion, power generation and transmission, pesti
cides, and all the rest. We need many new parks and nature reserves, 
part icularly  at  the State and community level. You asked for brevity, 
Mr. Chairman, so I will not  discuss them.

Fina lly, I want to express the conviction t ha t neither the Federa l 
Government nor State  governments are organized and structured to 
do very much of anything about mounting a vigorous attack on the  
environmental  problem. There  has been frequent  talk  about reorga
nization of the executive department to  create one agency responsible 
for natu ral resources and the environment. While some realignments 
may be beneficial, I am no t sure tha t a massive reorganization would 
be desirable or sound.

I  doubt very much t ha t it  would gain anyth ing by way of  broader 
and more effective programs, because the Congress is not equipped 
to provide the leadership and do the kind of job it should in this 
field. Time and time again in the years I have been here, I have seen 
one committee undo what another committee has just  done. I have 
seen th e committee responsible for highways accept programs tha t 
impair parks and wildlife refuges and ravage natura l waterways. I 
have seen urgent ly necessary programs—water pollution control for 
example—made meaningless by the refusal of  an administration to re
quest the amount authorized or by the failu re of a Congress to fund 
it. None of the committees with  which I  am familiar have sufficient 
staff. The staff men and the ir bosses have to rely largely on the in
formation and evaluations supplied by the executive department and 
by cooperators. The division o f responsibility between the committees 
leaves little opportuni ty fo r an assessment of how one program meshes 
with the environmental objectives of another.

There now is a recommendation for a Jo int Commitee on the 
Environment to receive the repor t of the Pres iden t’s new Council on 
Environmental Quality. Certainly, tha t is needed. But  it is only a 
small-step, stopgap approach. It  mostly will be able to call attention, 
in time, to what we already know—and th at is the organizational and 
procedural inadequacy of the  Congress to fully enter the environ
mental field.

As a starter, I would recommend that  the  Jo int Committee on the  
Environment be constituted of a  ranking majority  and minor ity mem
ber from most of the present standing  committees, including from the  
Appropriations Committee. The joint committee could serve at the 
most, or perhaps I  should say at  the least, as a little  red schoolhouse for 
some of these people.

Another basic change conservationists would like to see is an amend
ment of the present appropriation s system so that programs tagged 
“purely  environmental” would be funded automatically and fully at 
authorized levels. Using water pollution control as an example, the 
authorizations were arr ived at afte r very careful and detailed exam
ination  of the  problem and projected needs. Final ly, as an unfor tunate 
concession to political realities, the  gran ts levels fo r sewage treatment 
plans were cut in hal f in the authorizing act. And then on top of th at, 
the adminis tration has not  requested and the Congress has not pro
vided anywhere near the authoriza tions, as inadequate as they are. I t
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seems to me, Mr. Chairman, on programs of this  kind that are closely 
related to human survival tha t t his  country can stand to make the in
vestments that are so necessary for  the maintenance and improvement 
of the environment. To do less is to surrender  to the inevitable.

Mr. R euss. Thank you, Mr. Poole. You make the point that, and I 
quote you, “* * * Congress is not equipped to provide the leadership 
and do the kind of job it should in this [the environmental] field.’’ 
You mentioned tha t a J oin t Committee on the  Envi ronment would be 
of some help. Many of us th ink that the present seniority system in 
Congress is the cause o f some of Congress ineffectiveness and tha t if 
committee chairmen, for example, were selected by thei r pa rty  caucus, 
rath er than by the rule of how long they had been on the committee; 
and if  there were some provision for  mandatory reti rement, i f not from 
Congress, at least from leadership  positions at age 70, th at  Congress 
would be able to  provide more leadership. Would you agree with tha t 
general proposition? And do you th ink it  would apply in the  environ
mental field as well ?

Mr. Poole. I  do agree with it. I  realize th at individuals vary, and 
tha t when one attempts to draw a  mandatory age line, it may not apply 
equally. Bu t I know of no better guide. In many of our act ivities th is 
has been a barrier . We find that , while we are dealing with people who 
have responsible and influential status  on committees, some are  out of 
tune with what is going on in this  country. Lord knows, I  know I  am 
out of tune enough myself and I  am half the age of some of them. 
Every now and then when you get a man who is sympathetic, the 
seniority system then is very helpfu l. But in this  field which is very 
complex, and very new, we do not have the overall unders tanding that 
I  would hope for.

Mr. Reuss. Mr. Vander Jagt  ?
Mr. Vander J agt. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Poole, you described, I  thought in excellent terms, the problem 

of population control. Do the members of your organization actively 
support the goal of population control in this country ?

Mr. P oole. Philosophically, yes.
Mr. Vander J agt. Well-----
Mr. P oole. See, we are essentially biological people. I mean our field 

is in biology. As Dr. W illard and some of the others said, we invoke 
biological considerations in the growing of crops and the raising of 
cattle and chickens and everyth ing else, bu t somehow we seem to set 
man aside and not think of him as a biological entity.

Mr. Vander J agt. But if this problem of population  control is as 
important as you have so eloquently pointed out tha t it is, wouldn't 
you think it would deserve more tha n a philosophical support of your 
membership ?

Mr. Poole. It  deserves much more than that by everyone.
Mr. Vander J agt. Do your members support it more than  philo

sophically ?
Mr. Poole. Yes; or I would not have said it here.
Mr. Vander J agt. For example, an illustration you give was the  

liberaliz ing of abortion laws, so we avoid unwanted children. Many 
States are considering tha t now. There are many proposals to liberalize 
the laws in a number of States. Are your members actively support ing 
those legislators who are try ing  to liberalize the abortion legisla tion in 
the United  Sta tes?
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Mr. Poole. Directly, I  have no knowledge of that.
Mr. Vander J agt. You came up with what to me is a very intr iguing 

suggestion—that if we can label a bill “purely  environmenta l,’' why 
that" bill would then be fully and automatica lly funded. Who would 
have the privilege of labeling that bill “purely  environmental” ?

Mr. Poole. Well, this is-----
Mr. Vander J agt. I have some bills I  would like to do tha t with. 
Mr. Poole. I realize tha t. And I realized when I wrote this tha t 

it would be open to question. This would take some judgment, it 
would take some new systems that we do not have no\v. I recall 
reading last summer, I  believe in U.S. News & W orld Report,  where 
Senator Jackson,  who had given leadership  in the Senate to this  Env i
ronmental Quality Council, in an interview had said tha t this was 
the only immediate a lternative  in his mind to a complete and needed 
reorganiza tion of Congress, Lord help us.

Mr. Vander J agt. Do you think  there is a reasonable possibility 
of gettin g this adopted by the Congress, with the support of the 
members of the Appropr iations Committee ?

Mr. P oole. I think in time we are going to see grea t changes in 
this direction. I think that  the necessity for it is going to become 
more and more obvious.

Mr. Vander J agt. Have you given any thought to the question— 
1 am looking for enlightenment on it, I do not know the answer— 
as to whether or not Congress by this device could take away the 
executive’s discretion as to whether or not the funds would be spent— 
a problem of which you spoke ?

Mr. Poole. In our process, whereby the executive, on a good num
ber of the large programs or authorizations, forwards them to the 
Hill , certainly  they have done their  homework and made thei r pro
jections. You have to suppose, or I would suppose, the core par t of 
it is pret ty near correct. Then through the process of  hearings and 
the interroga tion of expert witnesses and so forth, the Congress 
reacts to it and builds its case on the situation involved. I think 
that  afte r we go throug h that process, we should all accept the  idea 
that what we have concluded by way of authorizations  and costs 
and manpower and all of the rest is qu ite accurate, and we are safe 
to proceed. Following all this,  I do not think we should have an 
administration  pocketing the money afte r it is appropr iated  by a 
Congress that  wants to  provide it. Fur ther , I  do not believe we should 
accept an administration  try ing  to make the books look good by 
budgeting only a part of the  full authorizat ion. I think at least in 
this area we should proceed on a different basis.

Mr. Vander J agt. My question is: Have you given any thought 
as to whether, if this device of tagging a bill “pu r e ly environmenta l” 
were adopted by the Congress, we could kind of forget the Appro
priations Committee? Have you given any thought as to whether, 
procedurally or constitu tionally,  we can then take away from the 
executive the discretion by put ting  tha t tag  on as to whether or not 
the money would be spent ?

Mr. Poole. I am now swimming beside you in deep water and it 
is way over my head. I am talk ing to the need rather than  the tech
nique.

Mr. Vander J agt. I prefaced my question with th e fact I also was 
in deep water.

44 -3 15— 70—— 15
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One further  question: You suggest  a Joi nt House-Senate Commit
tee on the Environment. I  think  I like your suggestion, I think it could 
be a line little red schoolhouse for many members on the problems 
of the environment. But why do you pre fer the idea and the approach 
of the joint committee, rather than  a House Committee on the 
Environment and a Senate Committee on the Environment, which 
would ta ke all jurisdiction on problems of environment unto them
selves ?

Mr. P oole. I think  that initial ly it  would provide for a bet ter com
munion between the House and Senate on matters of this kind.

Mr. Vander J agt. Heaven only knows how much the Senate and 
House need that.

Mr. P oole. Yes. So these people could perhaps return to each side 
a l ittle  more aware of the mutuality of the problem tha t they share.

Mr. Vander J agt. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Reuss. Mr. Gude?
Mr. Gude. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I just would like to echo the sentiments of my colleagues who are 

concerned about the  seniority system. I  think we may be next to doing 
away with the seniority system. And perhaps by some adult education 
here in Congress, we can increase our knowledge and effectiveness in 
some of these areas.

Thank you very much.
Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Poole.
Mr. Brandborg?

STATEMENT OF STEWART BRANDBORG, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY

Mr. Brandborg. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
I am Stewart Brandborg, executive director  of the Wilderness 

Society, a national  conservation organization of some 60,000 members, 
with headquarters here in Washington, D.C.

I would like to present today a key element which I think will do the 
most in turn ing  the tide of environmental degradation. I refer  to 
effective cooperative endeavors involving Government at all levels, 
and organized citizens.

The Wilderness Society’s concern for the preservation of wilder
ness makes urgently necessary our taking a hand in the task of Gov
ernment-citizen cooperation elsewhere—in the cities where people are 
crowded and poisoned by foul air  and water, in the suburbs where 
people are  frightened and chained to thei r automobiles, in the rural 
areas where people are held to a marginal existence and fed a doctrine 
of progress through pavement t ha t will eventually destroy them.

We have islands of wilderness in this country, but they cannot 
survive if the surrounding land is raped and devastated.

The Wildnerness Society now finds itself pret ty completely im
mersed in the total spectrum of human needs in our complicated 
society.

The society has  become deeply involved, perhaps on the  advice of 
some of the members of this dist inguished committee, in what we refer 
to commonly as the grea t grass roots effort. We see tha t the great
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depth and scope of the problems outlined here today by the panelists 
and the  members of the committee are really not going to be probed in 
any meaningful  way unless we get active involvement on the part of 
the citizenry.

The Wildnerness Society is committed to the idea of popular ion 
control. We are committed to comprehensive land and water planning. 
We are committed to wise use of resources. We associate ourselves 
with the comments and observations that have been offered here today 
by the panel.

But we are  getting a little disturbed, as we know the members of 
this committee are, by the grea t oratory  tha t we witness ail around 
us, the handwringing exercises and the overly complete job that  is 
being done in documenting the scope of these serious environmental 
problems.

This certainly is a day when the word “conservation," the word 
“ecology,” the word “environment”—all of these things  are coming 
to the fore. 1 think we must get down to some brass tacks here and I 
think these brass tacks are very dear to the hearts of the members 
of this committee, because each member of th is committee in one way 
or another is politically motivated. li e would not be here were tha t 
not so. And I think most people who sincerely wish to serve the public 
interest within the body politic desire to bring from the citizenry the 
good dictates  th at will give us meaningful land and water use.

We must recognize initial ly tha t our society suffers from too many 
technicians. In my instance, I represent 7y2 years of academic tr ain 
ing in ecology, and wildlife  management, training that  in the academic 
years left me with little knowledge of some of the human relations, 
education, and sensitivity skills that are so close and so central to what 
is happening in our society today.

I think we must ask ourselves this central question: IIow do we, as 
working citizen conservationists, join with the concerned members 
of the Congress and with those at all levels of government in saying 
how we are going to meet this environmental opportuni ty ?

IIow do we get down to the basic specifics? It has been pointed out 
by my colleagues here tha t we have a false value system. It  seems to 
me with their beautifully  phrased  expressions they have kicked over 
some pret ty big paper dragons here. Some of them have a lot more 
than paper inside.

We challenge the belief t ha t because an operation is profitable, we 
can continue to allow it to be ca rried out. If  we pollute streams, if  we 
destroy wilderness, if we destroy the air we breathe, because it is 
profitable, and if profit can be regarded as the sacred cow, we might 
as well give up in our quest for good sound programs tha t will protect 
the quality of the environment.

In a s imilar way we must recognize th at, as citizens and as people 
who have grown very fat and very comfortable, we are going to  have 
to give up some of the things that have been sold to us. We are not 
always going to be able to maintain expensive homes with thick car
peting, we are not going to be able to have three color TV sets or two 
or three automobiles.

Some of these changes are central to the approach we must take. 
This all goes back to the value system of  the American people. The 
quality of our environment must be given p rimary consideration. We
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are going to, of necessity, focus on the need to make some choices, 
each one of us, all of us in this country.

Now in working for the rounding out of the national wilderness 
preserva tion system, in working for sound land and water programs 
pretty much across the board, the Wilderness Society senses, as you 
do, through  its mail, through the phone calls, th rough the visitations 
of the media representatives, the national  magazines, the network 
radio  TV programs, all of the rest, t ha t the  people in this country are 
ready to move. And I think they are ready to move at a time when 
some of us have lost sight of  the real opportuni ties th at we have in this 
system of ours, a democratic system, where the exercise of our  demo
cratic prerogatives gives us the way to proceed constructively to influ
ence the decisions th at are made, the decisions that  a re central to the 
preservation of environment.

And the Wilderness Society, in an effort to meet this central need has 
put  itself into the role, in  cooperation with most citizen groups tha t 
work at State and regional and local levels, of catalyzing human in
volvement, getting  people started  with some of the specific answers that 
must be hammered out at the local level.

We find tha t people general ly have pret ty much given up. While 
they are  terribly worr ied about what is happening to the environment, 
they do not know how to proceed within the city councils, within the 
agencies of State  and Federal Government, within the Congress of 
the United States, to give direction to our conservation policies and 
programs.

They have come to believe that  between the bureaucracy of Federal , 
State, and local agencies, and the bureaucracies o f private organiza
tions—many of us suffer as much as any of the bureaucracies—there 
is too much red tape, they can’t  get throug h to the real work, and the 
meaningful programs tha t should proceed are blocked by the inertia 
of those who are deeply layered in these organizations and agencies.

So we have tried to work with a broad spectrum of conservation 
organizations, all those th at  can participate and come to the party— 
in effect, with any one who cares about environment—in train ing 
programs designed to show people how to become involved; how to 
get effectively into local issues, not by immediately focusing on some
thing t ha t is going to be resolved a t the national level by the Congress 
or the executive branch but by working on projects tha t are right in 
the ir own back yard.

The polluted stream, the desecrated city park, the destruction of a 
beaut iful woodland area, the  loss of fishing, the loss of  clear sky— 
all of these things are of immediate concern to local people. These are 
the types of problems tha t we must use as a basis for th is teaching and 
tra ining  technique.

Central to th is technique is the fact tha t we do not present ourselves 
on the scene as people from a long way off—Washington, D.C., or the 
State office—who have all of the answers; tha t we offer ourselves as 
cataly tic agents who can show local people how to form working c ir
cles; working circles that bring together all of the diverse groups at 
the community and State  levels who have a concern about what is 
happening to the environment. It  is important, that  these people de
velop ad hoc working circles in environmental councils—we don’t care 
too much what they use as a mechanism for a committee framework—
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th at ena ble  them to  bre ak  envir onme nta l pro ble ms  into th ei r com po
nent pa rts . Th ey  mu st d raw to ge ther  the good in pu t fro m those w ith in  
the academ ic insti tu tio ns , the research insti tu tio ns , the Fe de ral, St ate,  
and  loca l agencies, br in gi ng  th is  inpu t to the po in t where it  can be 
focused on ; whe re we can  use it  to develop th e a nsw ers  to cri tic al issues 
and  problems.

These  wo rking  com mit tees mu st be organized in to  sub gro ups th at  
are  rea lis tic  i n meetin g the mo ras s of  b ui lt- in  res istanc e th a t we have 

» at all level s of  governm ent, an d also in  pr iv at e organiz ations. Th ey
mu st s erve in showin g p eop le h ow to become involved in presen tin g r e
source issues to the  publi c th ro ug h educational means , the use of  the 
schools, the f ull  em plo yment  of  the  publ ici ty  media.

* Fi na lly , the big  an d very im po rtan t job  of  rea ch ing you  and the
oth ers  who make deci sions as to which poli cies  wil l be followe d and 
whi ch prog ram s wil l be impleme nted. Th is is where  we ge t the  pay - 
loa d fro m p ublic  i nvolvement . Now we are  able to see, as in ma ny re 
cen t inst anc es, how the peo ple  will  respond to envir onme nta l issues. 
I f  t hey can  be inf orme d as to  th e alt ern ati ves, if  we can  somehow ge t 
the wo rd ou t to the people over th is  Na tio n th at  some thing  is abo ut 
to ha pp en  in the Congress th a t is inimic al to  the publi c good  and to 
our broad reso urce prog rams, the y wil l respon d. Th is has  been 
demo nstra ted .

I  th in k both ou r ob lig ati on  an d the grea test need  now are  to go to 
the St at e an d local level s wh ere  we can br in g the  fine lea de rsh ip  th at  
we h ave wi thin ou r resear ch insti tu tio ns , academ ic groups, an d ex ist 
in g resource agenc ies, ac tively  int o the tr ai n in g of  cit ize n lea ders so 
th at  c itiz en  group s w ill have  a sound bas is fro m w hich to lau nch thei r 
pr og rams and to  ca rry  fo rw ar d wi th the very prac tic al  aspects  of  
mak ing these resource  an d envir onme nta l prog rams kno wn to the  
publi c a t la rge .

Th e per son  in a po lit ical ly  sensitive pos t, as you  kno w well, must 
respond  to the people at  the  g ras sro ots . I  t hi nk  we wan t to make th at  
a conditio ned response , wh ere  th e people at  th e head of  Govern
me nt can  res pond wi th  a conf idence th at  p eop le at  b oth the local and  
St ate levels have the ri ght answer s, based on the sou nd feet -on-the- 
grou nd  pro ced ure s—p rocedures  whi ch are  well  kno wn to us, but th at  
ce rta in ly  are  not  practiced .

» Now the Dep ar tm en t of  In te rior , lik e all  gr ea t in st itu tio ns  of  our
Fe de ral  Gover nment , has  been fee ling its  wa y, and, of  course, the  W il
derness Soc iety , a lon g wi th th e org an iza tio ns  he re on the panel , w orks 
very closely wi th th is Dep ar tm en t and  its  ma ny agenc ies. I t  has ha d

* a disti nguis hed his tor y. Rut  suddenly we find it,  too,  is gr op ing fo r
quick answ ers. How does it  ap pro ach th is  environme nta l decade 
th at  has been kicked off so magnific ent ly by th is com mit tee  ?

In  th is  pe riod of  grea t di so rd er  and high  or ator y in con servat ion , 
the  Se cretary of the In te ri or an d his  staf f hav e come up  with some
th ing.  I t  is ref erred to as “th e env ironm ental im pe rativ e in the  dec
ade of  the seventies .”

Th is comes not only  from th e people at the  h ead  of  the  de pa rtm en t 
and  at  the heads of agencies, bu t from the  sta lw ar ts  ben eath them , 
wi thin the agenc ies, who hav e fel t, as we all have , gr ea t di sa pp oint 
ment as one fine con servat ion  prog ram af te r an othe r ha s been pr o
jec ted  with ou t br ingi ng  the desired  results . We hav e ena cted grea t 
new au thor iz ing laws , we have  clea red ap prop ria tio ns , we hav e done
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all kind s of  thi ngs, bu t we have  fa lle n sad ly short  in imple me nting  
thes e new sta rts .

Th is In te ri or De pa rtm en t pr og ram seeks, th roug h a very broad ef 
fo rt , an d I  believe a very sou nd appro ach, to  give  us a thr ee -po int ed  
att ack. One th at  str ike s at  th e immedia te needs—the br ush fires in 
con servat ion . These cris is issues  wou ld be explo ited by br ingi ng  to 
ge ther  an  int era gency team  of  ex pe rts  th at  would  be availabl e to the  
local cit ize nry—not only  to  th e citi zen  o rga niz ations here in W ashing 
ton , bu t to citiz en wor kers at  the local level,  in sit ua tio ns  where ex
pe rts —th e people who have resource inform ati on —can come in and 
say:  “H ere are the  fund am en tal s th at  you must hav e in approa ch ing 
an ai r or  w ate r pol lut ion  pro ble m,  a cri tic al land-use issue, or  a ques 
tion of  de ter mi nin g balances betw een people num bers and wh at we 
can sup po rt on our lands.”

Th is wou ld open a gr ea t new  doo r for resource  people,  many of  
whom hav e given up wi th in  th e agencies because of th ei r frus trat io n 
in n ot  fin din g fo rw ard mov eme nt in working  wi th citizen gro ups from 
wi thin t hei r own agencies  an d depa rtm en ts.  T he  p rogram  w ould  b rin g 
about a concerted effort  in  coopera tion with othe r de partm en ts,  h ope
fu lly —th is  should be emphasi zed —because we hav e good resource  peo
ple in othe r departm ents.  I  assume also th at  we w ould include people 
wi thin St at e and  local  agencies  and research  insti tu tio ns —th is  would 
br ing abou t a quick a pproa ch  to  th e second type of problem : T he  s top
ping  o f destruc tiv e p rac tices th ro ug h both leg islative mec han isms and  
prop er  pl an ni ng  proce dure s.

In  the lon g range,  the In te ri or Dep ar tm en t prog ram focuses very 
cle arl y on edu cat ional needs , br in gi ng  env ironm ental tools into the 
he ar t of  t he  c ity  w here we now find  70 perce nt of  our peo ple  concen
tra ted.  I t  wou ld br in g the liv in g lab orato ry  closer to  people in the  
citi es wh ethe r in a city  pa rk , an  acreag e of  w ild lan d here on the Po
tom ac Rive r, or  in  one of the gr ea t monum ent  are as th at  we h ave  he re 
in the  Ca pi ta l. La st  sum mer we ha d a small sample of  th is in the  
Bo liv ar  Po ol,  where we ha d marsh  ecology, a pa rt ia lly complete  re p
res en tat ion  of the flora a nd faun a fo r s tud ents t o s tud y. Th is,  of  course, 
is the long -ra ng e investment in people th at  will  pay  grea t div idends . 
I t  has  been f ocused upon  by o thers on th e pa nel.

I pe rso na lly  be lieve th at  ou r need first  is to  ac tivate  th e lea dersh ip 
th at  lie s l at en t, la rgely , a t th e c itiz en  level, from tee n-a gers on th roug h 
to old er people,  of whom ma ny have  fo ug ht  lo ng and  v al iant ly  f or  con
ser va tio n, and who s till  have  p lent y o f y outh in thei r th inki ng , b ut are  
ch ron olo gic ally o ld, t ire d,  and  c er ta in ly  very worn from th ei r involve 
men t in cons ervatio n issues.

I  th in k th at  th is committ ee should,  wi th the  good founda tio n that  
it  has giv en us, proceed to  explo re the De partm ent of  the In te rior’s 
program . W hi le  it  is often my  d ut y to  be constructively cr itica l of the  
Dep ar tm en t of  the In te ri or an d its  agenc ies, I  fo r one th in k thi s 
env ironm ent al edu cat ion  p ro gram  war rant s y ou r ful l an d car efu l con
sid era tio n and your  close stu dy , to  see how it  can be interw ove n int o 
the appro aches th at  I  th in k will  gro w out  of  your  com mit tee’s 
de libera tions.

There  is one area th at  cannot be overlooked. I  made refe rence to 
the fac t th at  we are p rofess ion als  an d th at  we suffe r too much from our 
own technolo gy—ou r own spe cia liza tions.  I  thi nk  this  is  ref lected here
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on the panel today. It  must have been reflected dozens of times in the 
course of these deliberations over the past days.

Very few of the people that  you have called forward to my knowl
edge, Mr. Chairman, have been from those areas of social and  human 
development disciplines tha t will give us know-how for catalyzing 
people. I f there is one great failu re within the conservation movement 
today, it is th at we do not know how to effectively use our human re
source—the volunteers.

Right today, to my knowledge, we have not really harnessed the 
great  initiative, the great  imagination tha t we have in young people 
at the academic level in the colleges and universities of the country.

We must know how to put people to work, to develop people, and 
to get over the one-man bandmanship tha t so well characterizes the 
citizen conservation movement at all levels.

The need is for us to show people how to develop other people in 
these essential leadership roles. A psychologist recently addressed 
himself to me af ter  I  made a presentation in Georgia. H e said if the 
conservation movement is to have any last ing effect on our history , we 
must get into this whole area of sensitivity train ing,  development of 
local leaders, who can bring good conservation p rograms to the top by 
involving other people, by guid ing and t raining them, by stimu lating  
them and defining their roles.

I would say today you are looking down upon a collection of people 
who are essentially one-man band artists. You also must now seek to 
get down with us to people a t local and State levels who can look at 
other people within this whole spectrum of opportunities , with one 
prime goal, and tha t is t rainin g other people—be effective citizens in 
our democracy.

I said earlie r I thought we should go to the local level and pick 
the simple issues with which to tr ain  people in meeting environmental 
issues. I  st ill stand by this, because people understand something best 
tha t is in their own backyards. We should use backyard issues to 
star t people. From that  t rain ing , i f we go about it  in the p roper  way, 
we will develop a corps of very broad gage individuals  who ultimately 
will re late th eir own backyard  experiences to the great  problems that 
we face across the board in our society, those about which we are so 
concerned here today.

I think tha t we have had plenty of documentation—and too many 
symposia—in which the intellec tually elite gather together, bathe in 
their  own erudition, and generously  document the case of the environ
mental degradation to show th at  the world is going to hell. We are 
now ready to get down to the grassroots with meaningful programs 
tha t show people how to become responsibly involved.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you very much, Mr. Brandborg. Mr. Brower, 
I have a question. You say 6 percent of the world’s population in 
the United  States  is using 60 percent of the world’s resources. In  
the United States itself you say 1 percent of the popu lation  is using 
60 percent of U.S. resources.

I understand the first statement about the U.S. popula tion using 
60 percent of the  world’s resources, but I am a li ttle surprised at the 
suggestion that  1 percent of the  U.S. population is using 60 percent 
of the U.S. resources.
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Mr. Brower. This is a very approximate figure. The figures are 
not so importan t as the general scope.

Six percent of the population uses 60 percent—that is in itself a 
great simplification. That 60 percent is an overall average of all kinds 
of things tha t really do not mix very well.

The 1 percent using 60 percent is even a rougher approximation. It 
varies so much.

For  example, Pau l Eh rlich  uses the figure that, in the United States, 
one baby born to an affluent white American will use 50 times as 
many resources as the baby bom in the black ghetto, and 300 times 
the resources of a baby bom in Colombia. These figures are so wide- 
ranging, I think it would not be profitable to try  to make precise.

But I am talking  about the order  of magnitude of the difference in 
the U.S. assault on resources, affluent white Americans in particular , 
with respect to the rest of the world. It  is a greatly  outsized ratio.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you. Dr. Kneese, I have a question on your 
observations on effluent charges as a means of making industr ial 
water polluters not only pay for thei r pollution, but also to have an 
incentive to bring their pollut ion unde r control.

Effluent charges make sense for indus trial polluters. However, you 
do need, do you not, a program like our present Federa l Water Pol
lution Control Admin istration program of gran ts to municipalities  
for hand ling municipal and household wastes? I t is proper, is it  not, 
to—so to  speak—socialize the  charges of disposition of human waste, 
because tha t is a pretty general problem?

Dr. Kneese. Yes; let me comment on that . 1 think  it is very 
important for the charges to be levied on the municipalities  as well.

There are two main reasons: One is tha t it is not only a question 
of building a treatm ent plan t for  a municipality ; there is also a 
question of how adequately it is operated.

I myself have seen secondary trea tmen t plants tha t have produced 
no treatme nt effect for 6 weeks at a stretch.

The second question is how adequate its design is; its capaci ty; its 
capabi lity with respect to the loads put on it.

The plant is basically a set of tanks. If  you overload i t, the result 
is to flow the stuff through faster and produce very low treatm ent 
effect.

The second and main reason, however, is that there are many 
industries connected to municipal treatment plants  and these indus
tries would not have the proper incentive to reduce th eir generation 
of waste waters unless the  social cost of using the common property 
resources were transfer red back to them in some manner.

I do apprecia te that  there is a serious problem of financing at the 
local level. I  am not sure t hat  I  could give you a very good program 
for dealing with that.

One possibility  would be to take half of the proceeds of the effluent 
charges and redistr ibute them back to the municipalities on the 
basis of the ir population—not linked to the construction of treat
ment plants a t all, but simply on the basis of population.

This would produce some redistribution  of income from the indus
tria l sector to the municipal sector because roughly two-thircls of 
the proceeds o f the charges would come from industrial sources, even 
if the charges were levied also on the municipalities. And it would
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also have the desirable incentive effect of being most beneficial to tha t 
municipal ity which is doing a good job of  treatment because it would 
share in the  pot in p ropor tion to the population but pay only for the 
residual it discharges into the river.

I might take this opportuni ty to tell a little more about why I  am 
so concerned with the question of incentives:

It seems to me th at those of us who are very concerned about en
vironmental questions might on occasion forget other  values which are 
extremely impor tant, too. The value, for example, of the democratic 
system of decisionmaking, the value of individual freedom, decentraliz
ation of the system, and so on.

I have one of my favorite quotations from de Tocqueville who, of 
course, was full of them. He said, “I f you do not succeed in connecting 
the notion of righ t with  tha t of personal interest, which is the only 
immutable point in the  human heart, what means will you have of 
governing the world except by fear.”

I think  th at is the centra l question for democracy today—to govern 
this modern world where common property resources are so important, 
where conflicts are grea t, to govern it by other  means than fear. That is 
why I think  the question of strong consideration of incentives is ex
tremely important.

Mr. Reuss. Well, de Tocqueville and Adam Smith and others, the 
automatic regulato ry people, have a point. But  if I unders tand you 
right , you are going to tax industrial polluters, via an effluent charge, 
not only for the pollutional harm they cause by thei r indust rial dis
charges, but enough in addition to help pay for a treatm ent plant  
to take care of household wastes. And tha t seems to me to be unduly 
rough on the water-pollu ting industries.

What  I am ge tting  at is th is: I am all for the effluent charge pn> 
gram. But why, in order to argue for that  program, is it necessary to 
sweep Senator Muskie and the Federal Water Pollution Control Ad 
minis tration’s construction grants progam for municipal w’aste t rea t
ment to one side ? Do you not need both operating in concert ?

Dr. Kneese. I would certainly agree with that . There are different 
means by which the proceeds could be distribu ted, or funds could be 
obtained, to suppo rt the  municipalities. I would not want to be in
flexible on that. I was merely mentioning one which might be of con
siderable merit in the present situation, because of the  great difficulty 
of getting financing from the general tax system for the purpose of 
municipal treatment p lan t construction.

The point was made here  th at, repeatedly, funds have been author
ized and then not appropriated  and now i f appropria ted will prob
ably not be spent because of budgetary  reasons.

Mr. Reuss. Well, but  are not those invalid  budgetary reasons and 
should not we attack that  evil head on? And  get the Congress and the 
Bureau  of the Budget and the administration to authorize and ap 
propriate, and once app ropriated , spend the  funds needed for Federal  
gran ts to local governments  for construction of sewage treatm ent 
plants  ?

Dr. K neese. Yes; of  course the funds have to come from somewhere. 
They could presumably come from general revenues of the Govern
ment, which means a certain distribu tion of the burden. Or they might 
come from the tax on industria l wastes, both of these have certain
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undesirable effects, as fa r as individuals are concerned, if  those levels 
become too high.

Mr. Reuss. We have not even started , though, to tax the paper com
panies, the steel mills, the mining  interests, and others for the cost 
of cleaning up their waste once they get i t in to the waters.

It  seems to me unrealistic to envisage taxing them not only that  
much, but enough more to pay for municipal waste trea tment plants. 
I should think, in the short te rm at least, we ought to stick to general 
revenues and as much of them as possible. I gather you agree with 
that.

Dr. Kneese. I  would agree with your judgment on that;  yes.
Mr. R euss. Mr. Vander J agt.
Mr. Vander J agt. Thank you, Air. Chairman. I would like to 

thank all of the partic ipants  for thei r very helpful  and thoughtful 
contributions to our consideration of this program.

Mr. Brower, in your almost poetic sta tement, among the goals you 
suggested we should move toward in bringing about equi librium was 
a halt in th e population growth. My question to you is:  How?

Mr. Brower. I think it needs to be by a combination of methods. 
First, the approach that Dan Poole was ta lking about, I think, is one 
of the most important. Mrs. Garre tt Ila rdin describes it this way: 
“Man should be got out of the population control business and it 
should be left to woman. And no woman should ever be required to 
bear a child she doesn’t wish to.”

I think tha t would cut the number of b irths  in the world by about 
one-third. That  is a big star t. The other voluntary approaches can 
be substan tial in the reduction of population. Here again I am citing 
Garrett  H ard in’s material in the  “Tragedy of the Commons,” a paper  
reprin ted in the “Environmental Handbook.” He points out that in 
matters  of population, conscience alone is not enough—tha t with re
spect to population, conscience breeds itself out of existence.

The parents  who have so much conscience that they don’t  want chil
dren at all will have no chi ldren who have a conscience, whereas the 
opposite gives you lots of children without consciences.

So he calls for coercion, willing ly accepted. We accept coercion 
every day in the th ings we do not  do. We don’t play basketball in this 
room, and we accept that. We accept speed limits. There is a limit we 
have to accept because of man’s burden on the  environment. And those 
who pu t an excessive burden on the  environment must be coerced into 
paying for  that excess load.

So the tax incentive would be helpful , working for us in two ways. 
One could reward the women who go through  the  childbearing period 
without  having an excessive number of children; perhaps for every 
year withou t producing they would be paid by society for not pro
ducing and overburdening society’s environment.

There is the opposite ta ck : Removing the exemption af ter, say, the 
first or second child and then scaling, you might say, penalties accord
ing to income, so that you cover the field in th is way.

I can’t cite the figures precisely, but I heard a friend of mine talk  
about the kinds of subsidies—and I  thin k in due course perhaps Dr. 
Kneese can help on this—the  family  th at has, say, six children is ex
pecting from the childless couple. I t amounts to a subsidy, from taxes, 
of something like $30,000 to $40,000 in his lifetime. If  it is anything
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like that, there should be a litt le more attention called to this kind of 
subsidy which is required by the people who have more children than 
the environment can stand.

There is the further  point th at Gar rett  Ha rdin brought up. He said 
we should not put so much emphasis in our education about getting 
married and having  children.

There should be suggestions that there are other things tha t can be 
fru itfu lly done. He says we don’t mention often enough Uncle Harry , 
who is 45, unmarried, childless, and having a good time. There  is Aunt 
Margaret, you might say—and I  am not saying Marg aret Mead here, 
but I think  it is her suggestion—who feels th at there are many im
por tant careers for women other than being ti ed to the kitchen stove 
and the diapers, tha t there are careers in politics, for example, for 
women.

I think it would not harm our governmental circles to  have more 
women in government. This kind of new career for women in busi
ness and government, in  the arts , can produce a different orientation.

Anything  that  is suggested for bringing the population under con
trol will be uncomfortable, because it will cause us to change our ways; 
but the alterna tive is appalling . Tha t is why I think we are going to 
do i t ; we can’t stand  the un tenable future  of  a people-piled earth, an 
earth  of wall-to-wall people. It  is no good.

Because of that , and because more and more people are seeing that,  
I think they are at a point where they will be willing to accept this 
kind of coercion. I  th ink it is now up to the people who have been do
ing the good work, the Pau l Ehrl ichs  and others. Al l of these people 
now need to reach the point where they submit to you dra fts  of what 
they think  is possible as an initi al step for the Congress to take, for 
the S tate legislatures to take, and  then start building support that will 
make tha t politically feasible for the people who will then carry  the 
ball in the Congress and Sta te legislatures.

Washing ton S tate has made a good move on repea ling abortion laws. 
I don’t have the  latest news ; I  don’t know whether tha t came out of 
the conference yet. Bu t there is one Sta te th at has started, and I  think 
ohers can follow. I think  they will.

Mr. Vander J agt. Thank you, Mr. Brower. I am glad you accept 
one bit of the advice you gave in  your excellent answer, and tha t is to 
get the men temporarily out of the population  business and get the 
women into it.

I am going to ask Dr. Willard if the members of her organization 
actively support population control, which you indicated in your 
statement was so very important.

Dr. Willard. We are not a membership organization, but those of 
us on the staff certa inly do. We do all we can in various areas of ac
tivi ty at the grassroots level to  develop understanding of the need for 
population stabilization. As biologists and ecologists we try  to put 
our arguments  on a scientific basis by showing people th at population 
control is in their  personal self-interest.

None of us is going to be very comfortable when we have wall-to- 
wall people.

Mr. Vander J agt. Jus t last year the Congress raised the exemption 
we allow for  each child for $600 to $750. Senator Gore proposed tha t it  
go up to $800. Was tha t action by the Congress a step that encourages
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a limitation on population, or was i t a reward for having additional  
children  ?

Dr. W illard. It  is a reward, unless you say how many children are 
going to be included.

Mr. Vander Jagt. Mr. Brower, how do you feel about that  ?
Mr. Brower. I feel it is a reward  and there should be a tempering 

of that. There  were so many things going on in the  tax bill not every
body was able to follow them all.

Mr. Vander J agt. Did any of your organizations do anything in 
opposition to that tax bill, and tha t par ticu lar feature of it  which re
warded a family  for having addi tional  children ?

Dr. Willard. We are all tax-exempt organizations except Mr.
Brower's Friends of the Earth, and since you brought  the  subject up,
I would like to state t hat  a bil l like this one basically smothers any
thing we can do in an educational , informational way, except by gilt- 
edged invitation from you people directly. Thus  it is a pretty crippling 
thing.

We, all of us here, are really not working for ourselves; we are 
working for the good of all. Yet we can’t really come up and say 
anyth ing about legislation unless invited. But  those who get the 
personal benefit by profit can be in your office everyday, 24 hours a 
day.

Mr. Vander J agt. We are very glad tha t you were invited here, 
so tha t even though some of the things  were a littl e afte r the fact, 
you did have the opportunity to make your statements.

Dr. Willard. So are we.
Mr. Vander J agt. Dr. Kneese, I am intrigued by your effluent 

charge proposal. You said it was a mindless cliche to say tha t this 
was a license to pollute. So, let me give you an opportun ity to address 
yourself to this mindless cliche.

As I  understand it, i f we charged—correct me if my inte rpreta tion 
of your thesis is wrong—if we charged the indus try for the amount 
of effluents i t poured back into the water, the cost would become so 
grea t th at tha t industry  would cease to exist o r change its operations 
so it would cease to pollute. Is that a correct understanding of why 
it is a mindless cliche to say “a license to pollute” ?

Dr. Kneese. Yes, it is.
Mr. Vander J agt. Then my next question is: Wouldn’t that process •

take a litt le b it of time? Some of our giants of indus try could absorb 
considerable costs fo r a considerable per iod of time before they went 
under. And in the meantime they would be continuing  to pollute.
And do we have the time to wait for  tha t process to take place? Or .
do we have to stop pollution a lot sooner than  that?

Dr. Kneese. I think the evidence t ha t exists is very compelling in 
favor of th e proposition tha t it would go much faster than with our 
present procedures. For  one th ing it could immediately impact every 
indust rial pollu ter in the country, without  going through long proc
esses of trying to bring enforcement actions against individual pol
luters. The lat ter  cannot be regarded as a competent strategy for 
the character of the problem.

It  is difficult, awkward, expensive. We have had a very bad record 
in being able to regulate industry.  On the other hand, the incentive 
would be immediate.
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Then there are a number of instances, particularly where munic i
palities have placed sewer surcharges on industries—that is, dis
tinguished thei r wastes and placed a special surcharge on them— 
where the effect has been extremely rapid.

Senator Proxmire  reported several of those in his testimony. There 
would be stages. There are many things that can be done in most 
industries to tighten up very quickly and very inexpensively. Then 
there are the more fundamental processes of gradually building this 
kind of a cost into the design of new equipment, and so for th.

But  it is a systematic method; it would, be broad in its impact. 
And I  think  one would see results quickly.

Mr. Vander J agt. You compared the speed of your proposal and 
our present approach to it. It  is possible there is an alternative ap
proach tha t is even better, and even more simple? I think you men
tioned in your testimony another approach, a recycling proposal, 
which we considered earlie r this week—a spray irrigation approach.

The requirement of indus try is tha t the water they put  back in 
will have to  be as pure or purer  than  the water  they took out. Why 
wouldn’t it be better to require them to put in the kind of system 
tha t will put the water back purer than they took it out? Wouldn't 
tha t make it much easier to determine whether or not there was com
pliance?

For example, in your testimony, you pointed out the difficulty o f 
measuring the amount of eflluents tha t each indus try contributed. 
Who is going to put the price tag on? Are we going to have some 
political decision as to who bears what burden of the load?

Dr.. Kneese. There is much more basis for it than that , in my 
opinion. F irs t o f all, I think I said that many industries do not know 
what they put into the rivers, which is not quite the same thin g 
as saying it is difficult to find out. There are well developed tests 
tha t could be used for this. They have been used systematically and 
continuously, for example in the Ruhr  area  of Germany, for up to 50 
years.

Mr. Vander J agt. Isn' t tha t where we have some of the most 
polluted waters in all of the world?

Dr. Kneese. You have some. But  on the other hand, you have man
aged waters which are relatively  good in an extremely highly devel
oped area tha t places tremendous burdens on it.

The other point  is th at we are not in a position, a t the  present time, 
to close up most o f the processes. In  limited situations, you may be 
able to recluce the use of water courses for  waste disposal to zero use— 
possibly. It  is very difficult to see how you could possibly do that 
for each one of the environmental media.

I think it is extremely instructive to  think in terms of a m aterials  
balance tha t has to be achieved in conjunction with the production 
and consumption activities  and the environment.

Unless you are able to achieve, indeed, a full recycle of all of the 
materials and limit yourse lf to the use of solar energy, and in effect 
obtain conditions th at are like those th at we haven’t ye t obtained in a 
space ship, I  might say, there must be some discharge of materials and 
energy to the environment.

Wha t I am proposing is a systematic means of controll ing that  use 
of the environment—of managing the environment—so that other ac-
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tivities which require it and which benefit from it will not be damaged 
beyond tolerable points.

And I think  this is the only realistic approach we can take at the 
present time. I  very strongly feel that we are gett ing at some funda 
mental part s of the problem here. We are gettin g at the incentive 
effect, as far  as reducing waste, redesigning processes, developing 
technology, which is ano ther aspect tha t needs to be stressed.

We have ha rdly done anything  in our history in terms of develop
ing technologies for reducing the use of common property resources.

That is the reason they were polluted to  such an extent. There were 
no values on them. Another aspect of this tha t should not be ne
glected in the proposal I p ut forward is that there  are techniques other 
than  the treatment of waste waters, or even the reduction of generation 
of waste in the indus trial processes, for improving the quality of 
water.

These havo been relatively  well engineered and well worked out. 
For example, the low-water quality  periods in streams tend to cor
respond to certain hydrologic  and meteorologic conditions—low r iver 
flows occur in the la te summer, for example, with hot temperatures .

This  reduces the dissolved oxygen in the rivers. Higher tempera
tures mean organisms are more sensitive to toxic materials, et cetera.

One way of dealing with that  s ituation is to regulate  the  low river 
flow’s to some extent, and tha t can sometimes be done a t low cost.

Another is to introduce dissolved oxygen frequently into the rivers. 
This is one of the main kinds of parameters th at are affected by w aste 
discharges, and for very adverse periods it is possible to put it in 
mechanically.

There are other such devices one might  think of. And this is, in a 
w’ay, the main support for the regional approach which looks at the 
problem as a regional management problem, not simply as a problem 
of p utting waste treatment plan ts on the ends of pipes wherever they 
happen to be.

Of course, in Senator Proxmire ’s bill he stressed thi s portion of it, 
too—the support tha t could be provided for the development of  re
gional institutions.

Mr. Vander J agt. In  the end it is the individua l who foots the bill 
though, isn’t it? Either  as the consumer paying h igher prices for the 
product,  or the taxpayers paying higher  taxes to get the job done. 
I t is the individual who pays.

Dr. K neese. Yes. There is no w’ay of escaping tha t, of course. In 
some fashion, the consumers finally pay.

Mr. Vander J agt. Under the spray irriga tion system wdiich is be
ing developed, and which I described to you, the water going back 
in is purer than  when it came out—the nitrogen and phosphate is 
removed and put on the land. It  is not a waste, it is disposed of as a 
natu ral resource which is enriching the environment.

In  tha t case, under your charge system, would you reimburse them 
because they made the environment better ?

Dr. K neese. I would think  tha t w’ould be in order, yes.
Mr. Reuss. Mr. Gude ?
Mr. Gude. Dr. Kneese, I  am also very interested in this effluent 

charge idea. I think it has a great deal of merit. It  would seem to me 
tha t if indus try does not clean up the effluents and is willing to pay the



charges, these charges could go toward the construction of plants to 
take care of the effluents.

Dr. Kneese. They could go toward the construction of plan ts or 
other devices to improve water quality.

Mr. Gude. Yes, such systems as Congressman Vander Ja gt  
suggested.

With  regard to indust ries producing products  which are  harm ful to 
the environment, afte r they are disposed of by the user—for ex
ample in the case of household detergents—1 wonder whether the  cost 
of extracting  a pound of phosphorus in a sewage plant could be deter
mined and levied on the detergents at the point  of manufacture, and 
could then go into a fu nd which could supplement a construction fund 
on the national level ?

Dr. Kneese. Well, I think there are any number of such devices 
tha t are possible.

Mr. Gude. The effluent charge there would not  reach the manufac
turer in this case—it would go to the consumer. In  this  case the house
wife would be the one th at is disposing of it. If  indus try is going to 
benefit from the manufac ture of  detergents with phosphorus, I can see 
merit  in tha t approach.

Dr. Keese. I think that might be quite meritorious.
Mr. Gude. The same plan could apply to the cost of solid waste dis

posal—plastics which will not rot, metals which won’t rust. A figure 
for the cost of disposal could be determined and could be levied at  the 

point of manufacture.
Dr. K neese. I think th at  is again a possibility. I th ink we are in bet

ter condition, as far  as the research base is concerned, for  the waste 
water discharge program tha t I  mentioned. But the princip le is a gen
eral one, and that is tha t there ought to be some way of  reflecting the 
cost of using the common property resources back onto those people 
who cause the cost.

I should th ink tha t it might  be applied to the solid waste problem 
also and to some extent to air pollution problems, too, although this 
would require some additiona l study.

Mr. Gude. Thank you very much. Mr. Brandborg, I  was very much 
inspired by your remarks. I know tha t the question I frequently hear 
when I talk with groups in my dis trict  or I read letters  is that every
one is concerned about the environment. They want to know what they 
can do, and so much of the ir interest seems to dissolve into imploring 
Congress to bring about the revolution.

I think  there is a grea t deal tha t can be done by organizations at the 
local and State level. F or example, in my own district we have build
ing codes—local build ing codes—which require tha t the grounds be 
covered with grass, or that  measures be taken to carry  olf silt from 
the land. There is a good question whether the local government, from 
time to time, in the various  jurisdictions, is properly enforcing such 
codes. This seems to me to be the type of concrete problem about which 
you remarked.

In another area, we have a national requirement about pollution de
vices on automobiles; and yet in the State  of Maryland we have no 
inspection system except for  used cars which requires the devices, such 
as they are—and they are certainly  not adequate to the problem yet. 
The public  is not g etting the  benefit of many of these devices on auto-



234

mobiles that  are running around  in the  S tate of Maryland. An annual 
car inspection system would remedy this. Is this the type of concrete 
thing to which you addressed yourse lf ?

Mr. B randborg. Yes, Mr. Gude. ,1 addressed myself to tha t type of 
concrete example as a means of in troduc ing us as a conservation move
ment—those of us here in th is room today—to a systems approach for 
involving people.

We cannot  get the  desired results in the specific examples you speak 
of unless we have good articu late people working at the grass roots.

As we in this room all know, most of the grea t things in this country 
often sta rt with one o r two individuals—a few people at most—and 
many are seen through to a successful culmination by the efforts of 
just, a few people.

Now, there is a whole technology tha t will bring  these needs into 
focus. People everywhere want to know how to help. How do we show 
them how’ they can become involved constructively, gettin g the con
tribu tion of new’ technology th at has been brought  out here today, to 
bring  resource issues into focus locally.

Above all in importance is this thing  that w’e have all touched on— 
and certainly those of us within  organizations and within political 
bodies see its great potential—the need for directing and guiding the 
human being w’ho has the potent ial for developing other  human beings 
in leadership roles. I  think the matters tha t you bring  to our attent ion 
Mr. Gude, a re the examples of things at the  level on which people can 
really take hold, to gain competence throug h their  own participation 
and involvement.

From tha t type of success they naturally  escalate to some of the 
broader issues and ultimately, in a period of a relatively short time, 
w’e find thei r identification w’ith the major policy issues relating to 
environment tha t we face here today. This is a train ing, human de
velopment process.

I have a great  fai th personally, and I  think  I speak for  my organiza
tion, in the democratic processes of our country. Yes, we need to bring 
new leadership, enlightened leadership, to the fore. But  we see tha t 
we are stopped many, many times if we don 't have people working at 
local and State levels, who see the need for this leadership.

I th ink the perception of the need for this leadership comes through 
responsible involvement. I think it comes through building the fires 
in the people out there who are ready to go and w ho are begging tha t 
all of us develop a more systematic approach in developing leaders. 
Above all, th is committee should ask the agencies of the Federal  Gov
ernment and State and local governments to throw’ thei r people into 
this human development process, using their  special skills and tech
nology, to give the guidelines from w’hich sound programs can be 
developed.

We are having  today a grea t enthusiatic  push for the teach-ins, 
which are very wholesome. We are tryin g to bring environmental issues 
to the campuses. I  am very disturbed by the possibility that after  we 
pass the teach-in month of A pril  there won't be c lear follow-through 
guidelines for the specific jobs tha t must be done, th at  we won't be 
there w ith all of the technology, all of the human development proc
esses which we should provide to help those people in the next stage 
of critica lly important followthrough.
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We face this same need throughout our organizations today. Cit i
zen groups everywhere are ready for this kind of advice, as are indi 
viduals.

Mr. Gude. Do you think we might  address ourselves—both Con
gress and your groups—to the question o f how the Federal  do llar for 
education is being distributed  as far  as the social sciences are con
cerned ?

Following Sputn ik, of course, we made tremendous investment in the 
physical sciences. And now we need not only to develop leader's in the 
area we are concerned with, but also to invest in personnel in the area 
of criminal rehabilita tion—counselors, community leaders, probation 
officers, people of this type.

Is our Federal dolla r being channeled in the proper direction to  meet 
these needs ?

Mr. Brandborg. I thin k we must address ourselves to those basic 
questions which you pose. I believe we must face the need to change 
human behavior and t ha t we can have all types of high-flown policies 
at national and State levels; but unless we change our educational 
institutions, unless we make the quality  of the environment an im
por tant concern of th e children in the schools, we ultimately face the 
saddest type of degradat ion.

I agree wholly with your approach, Mr. Gude.
Mr. Gude. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Reuss. I  want to thank Mr. Brower, Dr. Kneese, Dr. Willard, 

and Mr. Brandborg  for  your very real contributions to our delibera
tions.

The Subcommittee on Conservation, having  heard all of the ■wit
nesses on th is phase o f its study on action proposals  for the environ
mental decade, will now stand adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee was adjourned.)
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THE ENVIRONMENTAL DECADE 

(Action Proposals  for the 1970’s)

F R ID A Y , M A RCH  13 , 19 70

H ouse of Repr ese ntative s,
Conservation and Natural  R esources S ubcomm ittee

of th e Com mi tt ee  on Govern ment Oper ations,
An n Arbor, Midi.

The subcommittee met a t 9 :30 a.m., in the ballroom of  the Michigan 
Union, l ion . H enry S. Reuss (chairman of  the subcommittee) presid
ing.

Subcommittee members presen t: Representatives Henry S. Reuss, 
Jim  Wrig ht, Guy Vander  Jag t, and Paul  N. McCloskey, Jr .

Other  Members present: Representatives John D. Dingell and 
Marvin  L. Esch.

[N ote.—Mechanical difficulties precluded transcr iption of this hear
ing, which was tape recorded. This print ed hearing, therefore, con
sists of Chairman Reuss’ opening sta tement and the statements of the  
witnesses, with the exception of Mr. Matthew Andrea, representing the 
D.C. Student Committee on the Transpor tation Crisis, who did not 
submit a written statement.]

OPENING STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN HENRY S. REUSS,
CHAIRMAN, CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES SUB
COMMITTEE

Mr. R euss. On December 5,1969, the members of this subcommittee, 
together with a bipartisan group of 75 other Members of Congress, 
called for designation of the 1970’s as the “Environmental Decade” 
and recommended a wide-ranging action program for cleaning up the 
environment dur ing this decade.

During the first week of Fe brua ry this  year, our subcommittee began 
a series of hearings on the Environmental Decade—action proposals 
of the WTO’s—in Washington, D.C. We heard spokesmen for con
servation organizations and  other groups such as the American In 
stitute of  Architects, the League of  Women Voters, and the American 
Public Heal th Association.

Today in Ann Arbor, as p ar t of the “Environmental Teach-In” at 
the Univers ity of Michigan, our subcommittee resumes its hearings 
on action proposals for  the Environmenta l Decade. We welcome the 
views of  the  youth of ou r Nation who are becoming so magnificently 
involved in the fight to save our environment. We shall also have an- 
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othe r he ar ing fo r rep resentati ves of youth  org an iza tio ns  in W ash
ington , D.C ., on A pr il 3.

To  respond adequat ely  to the env ironm ent al cri sis  which confr on ts 
th is  c ou nt ry  wil l req uir e the contr ibu tio n of all of  Am eri ca’s c itizen s. 
Th e Am erican  people have become increa singly  aw are of  the  na ture  
of  th is  environme nta l cris is. The ir  response  has been an anguished  
ou tcr y ag ain st the dest royers o f ou r land.

In  orde r to proceed wi th  the prac tic al resolu tion of  the  complex 
scientific , economic, and po lit ica l problems which  we now’ recognizo 
mu st be resolved,  those of  us  in Government  who are di rec tly  con 
cerned  wi th these  p rob lem s need vo ur  zealous and  thou gh tful  pa rt ic i
pa tio n. We  ap plau d such  educational events  as the “tea ch -in ,” here  
and at  othe r unive rsi ties an d hi gh  schools th roug ho ut  the cou ntry, 
as they  pro pel  fo rw ard responsible  efforts to  resolve the environ
mental cris is. We are  gl ad  th a t ou r subcomm ittee  has th is  op po r
tu nity  to  hear from rep resentati ve s of  the youth  at  th is  “teach-in.”

We  hope, as we explore ex ist ing an d imminen t e nv ironm ental  prob 
lems, to  discover wh at mus t be done to  solve  them ; to examine the 
effec tiveness and  efficiency o f ex ist ing gover nm ental policies  and pro
gram s ; a nd  to develop prop osals  f or  new prog rams where  needed.

Am ong the questions wre are int ere ste d in ex plo rin g a re :
1. W ha t must governm ent do to  str en gthe n or  red irect its 

ex ist ing  pro gra ms  fo r environme nta l pro tec tion and imp rov e
ment ?

2. Whic h pro gra ms  sho uld  be expan ded , cu rta ile d,  or elimi
na ted?  How’? Why?

3. ITow’ can pr og rams at all levels  of gov ern me nt be be tte r 
coord ina ted  to achieve maxim um  econom y, efficiency, and  effec
tive nes s ?

4. W ha t wou ld be th e cost of  new pro gra ms  to pro tec t and  
enh ance the qu ali ty  of  t he  env ironm ent ? Wh o sho uld  adminis ter  
such  pro gra ms?

5. How can we enc ourag e more publi c pa rti cipa tio n in the  
conside rat ion  of  pro posal s th a t affec t th e environment?

6. Howr can we m ake  pu bl ic agencies  a nd  officials more res pon
sive t o env ironm ent al concern s in the  ad min ist ra tio n of  environ
menta l pro gra ms ?

7. Ca n the public effectively prote ct ou r ai r an d water  throu gh  
clas s act ion  lit igat ion?

8. Ho w should  th e Fe de ra l gra nt program s be str ength ened 
to he lp prote ct and impro ve envir onme nta l values?

Before ca lling  our firs t witness, I would  like to int roduce  to you 
the  Mem bers of  Congres s w’ho are  wi th  us todav.

F ir st , Con gressm an Guy Van de r Ja g t of  Mich iga n's  9th  distr ict , 
the ra nk in g mi no rity mem ber  on th e Conse rva tion Subcom mit tee,  
who ha s ma de a most va lua ble contrib ut ion to the subcom mit tee’s 
de libera tions , and who, I  might  add, has  mad e its  ch ai rm an ’s work 
con sidera bly  less burdensom e.

Other  subcom mit tee mem bers  who are  h ere  tod ay  are  C ongressman 
Ji m  W righ t of  Tex as, an d Congres sman Pai d N. McCloske y, Jr .,  of 
Ca lifornia .
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Also with us are two members of the Michigan delegation. They 
are not members of the subcommittee, but we are very pleased to 
have them with us to part icipate in th is hearing: Congressman John 
D. Dingell  of Detroit, who has long been a leader in the conservation 
movement, and Congressman Marvin L. Esch, who represents your 
own city of Ann Arbor.

STATEMENT OF DENIS HAYES, NATIONAL COORDINATOR,
.  ENVIRO NMENTAL ACTION

Mr. Hayes. Mr. Chairm an, I won’t waste time this  morning  cata
loging fr ightening stati stics on what we are doing to our environment. 
You know’ and I know enough right now to draw one conclusion:

* We have to reverse our course, and we have to do it at once.
But so far  the environmental crisis has inspired only piecemeal 

programs and insipid rhetoric . Most of  the politicians and business
men who arc jumping on the environmental bandwagon don't have the 
slightest idea what t hey’re getting into. They don 't realize tha t w’e’ve 
entered a long and serious value conflict; a fight for a profound change 
in what this country is all about. They simply don't  have a clue to 
what w’e mean by “saving the environment.”

They are talking about emission control devices on automobiles; 
we are talkin g about bans on automobiles. They are burst ing with 
pride over plans for inadequate  municipal waste treatment plan ts; 
we are challenging the ethics of a society t hat , w ith only 7 percent 
of the world’s population, accounts for  more than  half  of the world’s 
annual consumption of raw materials.

This country is robbing the  rest of the contemporary world and all 
future generations of the ir natu ral inheritance. We have to stop.

This country consumes resources a t an extravagant rate and gags 
on its own garbage. Pollu tion is only one symptom of the environ
mental crisis. We are spending insanely large sums on military h ard 
ware, such as the suicidal MIR V and ABM systems, instead of elim
inating hunger and poverty. We squander resources on moondust 
while people live in wretched housing. And wre still waste money and 
lives in a war we should never have entered and should get out of 
immediately. These are all a par t of our basic disregard for how people

• live, and for the destruc tion of our surroundings.
We have made Vietnam an ecological catastrophe. Vietnam was 

once capable of producing a marketable surplus of grains and rice. 
Now America must feed her. We have left more than  500.000 acres 

„ barren. American bombs have pock marked the country with more than
2.5 million c raters as much as 30 feet deep. We have destroyed much 
of the country’s fertil e mangrove forests, which sheltered protein- 
rich fish and shellfish; in the ir place grow sterile forests of bamboo.

The destruction of the environment of Vietnam is not simply a 
byproduct  of the war. We are guilty  of a direct, devastat ing, and 
inexcusable assault on that  nation’s ecosytsem. The United  States 
spent $73 million on defoliat ion in Vietnam in the last fiscal year 
alone. Much of the money w’ent for the purchase and distribution of 
agent orange, a powerful herbicide containing  2,4,5-T, which has been 
shown to produce birth  defects in laboratory  animals. We have dumped
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defoliants  on Vietnam at the rate of 10,000 pounds a month, blacken
ing in a single year 6,600 square miles.

We cannot pretend to be concerned with the environment of this 
or any other nation as long as w econtinue the war in Vietnam—or 
enter a similar war in Laos or elsewhere.

But even if the war were over tomorrow, America would still be 
killing this planet. Even the peaceful pursuits of this country are 
horrifying. Too often our political  and business institu tions seem 
oblivious to the fact tha t some of us want to live in this country 30 
years from now. Those years are runn ing out. We don't have much 
time. We cannot afford to give you much time.

Any day now a decision will be made on just one more outrageous 
activity. The Atomic Energy Commission wants to set off the largest 
nuclear crate ring blast in history. I f  the Undersecretaries’ Commit
tee of the National Security Council approves, the STURTEVAN T 
blast—170 kilotons, 8y2 times as powerful as the  Hiroshima bomb— 
will be detonated in Nevada th is month or next. The test will not be 
fully contained underground. It  is designed to produce a crater as 
an experiment in using bombs to build canals and harbors. It  will 
send an estimated 17 million curies o f radioactive gas and debris into 
the atmosphere. I t would be utterly irresponsible to approve the test. 
Congress, however has already approved—'and funded—ST UR TE 
VANT, and our only hope now lies with the National Security Coun
cil. Big hope !

There should be a full and impartia l study of the environmental 
effects of this—and every other major  governmental or industrial 
project that will affect the ecosystem of the country—before it is un
dertaken, not afte r it is too late. If  we are to  make wise decisions, we 
have to know what we are doing to our environment. The burden 
of proof must be placed on those whose activities will affect the en
vironment—whether by blasting, building, or marketing products—to 
prove that what they propose is ecologically sound.

Some vested interests in th is country will resist the idea tha t we 
must actively protect other nations and future generations, instead 
of present profits. But a movement is building tha t will not stand 
for more of the step-by-step, reckless decisions that  dumped sewage 
in our air  and water, got and kept  us in Vietnam, and neglected to 
allow all people a worthwhile way of  life. It is a movement th at will 
challenge the personal values of every member of this society, the 
processes of corporate decisionmaking, and the political priori ties of 
the United States .

The movement is beginn ing; it must succeed.

STATEMENT OF P IER RE PRADERVAND, CENTER FOR POPULATION 
PLANNING, THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN

PROBLEMS OF POP ULATION  CONTROL IN  DEVELOPIN G COUNTRIES

Mr. Pradervand. My name is Pier re Pradervand. At the moment I 
am affiliated as a graduate student with the University  of Michigan 
Center for  Population Planning. Formerly, I  have served as a research 
sociologist on family planning with the Ministry of Finance and 
Plan ning  in Algeria, and as a consultant on population problems in 
West Africa for the Ford  Foundation.
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A recent film made in  Bolivia and current ly enjoying a tremendous 
success in that country depicts the murder of a Peace Corps volun
teer who had been distr ibut ing pills left and righ t to Indians. Fo l
lowing strong complaints by the U.S. Embassy, the r ight-w ing regime 
sends soldiers to punish  the Indian population of the  region where the  
crime was committed, but a last-minute  popular upris ing ousts the 
government in power.

The story discusses well the growing animosity among ever-wider 
sectors of  the elite of developing countries to population control. In  
Africa, where we have been active in the past 4 years, elite a ttitudes 
are very different depending on whether the country is French-speak
ing or Engl ish-speaking. In English-speaking countries, private  foun
dations have managed to convince the governments tha t population 
control was necessary—and possible. (This  la st statement  being quite 
unwarranted by the facts.) In French-speaking countries, most gov
ernments are strongly opposed to population control and  resent Ameri
can intervention in this  field, especially as quite a few are convinced 
they need la rger populations, not smaller ones. This opinion was ex
pressed strongly by President Boumedienne of  Algeria, on J une  19, 
1969, in a s tatement mentioning tha t birth control was no solution to 
the problem of development. In another African capital, the Pres i
dent turned down an offer to star t a family planning  clinic with Amer
ican funds because he was afraid  that he would be ‘'forced'’ into popu
lation control. Declarations such as th at of the  president of the World 
Bank, Mr. MacNamara, asking tha t aid be “t ied” to the existence of 
population control, created  widespread resentment—and most under
standably so.

At a moment when the AID  budget is cut drastical ly, funds allo
cated to population  control, in the same budget, have skyrocketed in 
past years. It  is difficult for developing countries not to feel that  the 
West considers population control a cheap way out of the development 
dilemma—and the  accusation is f ar from being unfounded. The A ID 
philosophy contends that  population growth  is the main obstacle 
to development—a tota lly unproved fact contested by outstanding 
economists like S. Kergacks, H. Leisenskein, or C. Clark. Popula tion 
growth is not the cause of underdevelopment but the symptom and 
consequence of underdevelopment and the colonial occupation.

“Population contro l” does not create a single job, does not build 
a single school, til l a single acre, turn  a single lathe. Although it is, in 
the long run, an indispensible part of  any development policy, it can be 
a waste of meager resources in the ini tial stages of development. Crash 
food programs and the images of the so-called “green revolution” will 
never solve the food problem as long as basic land reforms have not 
been undertaken. Ind ia is a typical case: It  diverts  a huge amount 
of effort to a family  planning  program that , judged  by its initial crisis, 
has failed, due in part  to the pressure of the large landowners in Con
gress who evidently pref er upholding massive sterilization programs 
to land reforms.

We think tha t in most parts  of Africa  today, population control is 
absolutely unfeasible due to the world’s highest death rates (in many 
rura l areas, one child out of two dies before the age of 5), very hifjh 
illiteracy rates (80-95 percen t), little urbaniza tion, bad communica
tions, a quasi-inexistent health infra struc ture , et cetera. In  many
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regions, to be assured of having one surviving son in old age, a wo
man must have more than seven live bi rths. To speak of birt h con
trol, in such conditions, is ludicrous to say the very least. Unti l basic 
struc tural  reforms leading to a cer tain level of development and much 
lower morta lity have been implemented, people will not even want 
to hear of birth control. Massive investments in agricu lture, education 
and public hea lth are necessary to bring  death rates down and induce 
the basic economic changes which will end by changing peoples' a t
titude  toward fertili ty. Currently, most tropical African women want 
around 6.5 children—two more than  in most developing countries of 
Asia and Latin  America. Xot even the perfect contraceptive could 
alter this.

We do not expect basic changes in the now well-entrenched A ID 
philosophy in the  field of popula tion control. Nevertheless, we would 
like to suggest tha t AID  receive the authorizat ion to spend funds— 
at present strictly  tied to population control—on maternal  and child 
health. Our experience has convinced us that expenditures in this field 
are the best way of preparing women for family planning.

STATEMENT OF GARRETT De BELL, WASHINGTON REPRESEN TA
TIVE, ZERO POPULATION GROWTH, INC.

Mr. De Bell. I am Garret t De Bell, the Washington representa
tive of Zero Population Growth, Inc. ZPG established its national 
hearquarters in California in September of 1969 and has now grown 
to 8,000 members in 65 chapters across the Nation. ZPG is actively 
working for stabilization of the population  of the United States 
and is seeking solutions to the environmental problems tha t result 
in par t from excessive population size. Since ZPG is not tax exempt, 
we are free to lobby for legislation tha t makes ecological sense, to 
support public officials whose policies make ecological sense and to 
work for the defeat of those who do not.

In a recent speech, President Nixon said: “For the most part, the 
damage done to our environment has not been * * * the  inevitable 
byproduct either of advancing technology or of growing popula
tion.1" It is refreshing to  find a statement as unambiguously wrong as 
this. It  is now clear that  our environment is rapidly deterio rating 
because of the increasing rate of pollution and resource depletion 
per Iverson compounded by an exploding population. The environ
mental impact of the world’s population is only par tial ly avoidable. 
A certain amount of habitat  destruction and environmental pollu
tion is the inevitable consequence of meeting the basic needs of the 
people. Most of the world’s people are now living at bare sub
sistence and are causing only the minimal amount of damage to 
their  environment tha t is an unavoidable result of providing for 
their  basic needs. It  is becoming increasingly clear tha t the earth 
has reached or exceeded the optimum number of human beings that 
can be decently supported. Each year's  additional millions furth er 
stress the capacity of the life-support system. Stabilizing  the world’s 
population  (zero’population growth) is the only solution. We urge 
that  the United States immediately give all available resources and 
technical assistance to any country desiring help in limiting its 
population.
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But the population problem is not just the problem of the under
developed countries. The citizens of the U nited  States , a tiny  minority 
of the world’s populat ion, are using up the world's resources and 
pollut ing the global environment at a rate  many times tha t of any 
other population. The environmental impact of each person in the 
United States has increased dramatically as a resul t of the produc
tion, use, and disposal of the  products tha t are produced by our tech
nological society and tha t people have come to thin k of as necessities 
thanks  to the all-too-successful manipulation by advertising. Solv
ing the environmental crisis in this country will require two ap
proaches. The amount of pollution per person will have to be s trik 
ingly reduced and the population will have to stabilize. If  the 
population does not stop growing, all our gains will be temporary, 
only to be eaten up by the constantly increased numbers of people.

It  must be made very clear tha t true  solutions to our problems 
and creating a high quali ty of life in this country will not come 
about by using the band-aid approach. Antib illboa rd laws, litte r 
laws, smog control devices, and more sewage treatment plants  are 
desirable, but we should realize tha t we will only get a quality 
environment when w’e stop valuing production and consumption for 
its own sake and think of the effect of the production  on the quality 
of our lives.

Some specific proposals may help to stimulate discussion:
1. In  order  to achieve a stable population, birth control services, 

volunta ry sterilization, and abortion should all be available on de
mand and free to all who cannot afford them. Legal abortion  should 
not be available only to the rich as is now the case in many States 
and the Distr ict of Columbia.

2. Tax incentives, financial benefits, insurance rates,  and many other 
pressures in this society are pro-na talist. These should be changed 
to give the advantage to those who contribute least to population 
growth. One example here is Senator Packwood of Oregon’s bill to 
cut off tax deductions for all children afte r the thi rd  and to reduce 
tha t for  the third.

3. All Federal  projects that  cause environmental  destruction  for 
trivial benefits should be immediately stopped. A prime example here 
is the SST. The Federal Government is spending billions to subsidize 
Boeing to build this  environmental insult. The reasons given are na
tional prestige and balance of payments. There is no prestige to be 
gained by subjecting people to  sonic booms so a few of  the elite can 
travel a litt le faster. The balance of payments argument assumes tha t 
U.S. airlines will buy the Briti sh-French  Concorde if  the Boeing SST 
is not produced. I propose two th ings : Fi rst,  tha t all Federal funds for 
the SST be withdrawn immediately; second, tha t the Congress pass 
a law forbidd ing the use of U.S. airspace and airports  to any SST, 
domestic or foreign, and to pass any other laws necessary to make 
sure tha t no U.S. airline distu rbs the peace of any of the world’s 
people by flying the Concorde on any foreign routes.

4. Since the private automobile is the main cause of smog, a main 
cause of death in this country (55,000 people killed and 200,000 in
jured each year), and is dominating the countryside with freeways 
and other facilities, I propose: That  the highway trus t fund be im
mediately opened up for use in funding whatever means of transporta -
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tion is best in a given locality whether it be subsidies for railroads,  
minibus systems, rapid  transit, or bicycle paths. This will require, 
among other things, tha t the highway lobby be broken.

5. irresponsible and unnecessary use of pesticides must stop. Some 
pesticides are necessary for vital public health purposes and for stable 
food production. Rut these reasons are used by the chemical interests 
to justi fy chemical use fa r in excess of  what is needed for vital pur
poses. All use of pesticides on ornamental crops, surplus crops, and 
nonessential crops should be prohibited. A certain  amount of spray
ing may be needed to produce wheat,  but tha t does not justi fy use of 
DDT on cotton which is a surplus  commodity. Public  pressure m anip
ulated by advertis ing has created a demand for insect-free crops, pa r
ticularly fruits and vegetables. We must create a demand for clean 
food with no poisons and a few insects as a symbol of purity . 
Federal standards that consider insect parts as evidence of filth should 
be repealed. The present trend to commercial farms with single crops 
should be reversed by providing subsidies to encourage more small 
farms with very diverse crops as the easiest way to  prevent insect out
breaks. Funds for biological control research should be greatly in
creased. Perhaps the budget for the SST could be split between con
traceptive research and biocontrol research.

6. To solve the solid waste problem, recycling of materials should 
become the rule rather than the exception. We propose tha t the cost 
of disposal o f each product be included in the price as a tax and the 
tax be used to subsidize the recycling or ultimate disposal of the 
product. This would give a competitive advantage to responsible com
panies th at produce products tha t can easily be recycled or disposed 
of. Many of the present absurd packag ing practices would quickly be 
forced out. The revenue from the tax  would be sufficient to provide 
subsidies to  create many jobs in a recycling industry. Recycling is 
particular ly appealing because it solves two problems. It  reduces 
pollution by solid wastes, and it reduces the  need for new raw mate
rials. The recycl ing of paper  products, for instance, would reduce the 
demands on our forests and allow us to use “less efficient” but more 
ecologically sound management.

7. To get at the root of our problem, the goal of production  and 
consumption for its own sake must be changed. It  has been assumed 
that  adverti sing serves the  public intere st by increasing demand and 
helping the economy. But it is clear tha t it is the  side effects of  the 
production  process tha t are causing the destruction of our planet. 
All advertisers should be required by law to provide equal time to 
those who want to tell the other side of the story, but aren’t selling 
anyth ing and therefore have no money to buy TV time, et cetera. 
People generally think  in terms of having a product versus not having 
it (a dishwasher using detergents versus washing your own with 
soap),  but the  choice is betweeen a dishwasher detergent polluted 
river, more powerplants versus wash your own with soap and have 
clean rivers and no need for the new nuclear powerplant. The eco
logical side of the s tory must be told , and the industries tha t make the 
profit by pollu ting the environment should pay for the other side to 
be told. All adver tising  by public uti litie s for the purpose of increas
ing demand for power should be forbidden.  There is no reason why 
PG & E should try  to convince people to use more gas and electricity
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than they are presently doing. Meeting the existing  demand is bad 
enough without creating more.

In conclusion, the environmental crisis will only be resolved if 
millions of citizens in the ir personal and political action demand a 
better world. We can put the highway people and detergent indus try 
out of business if we just  don’t buy thei r products. We can adopt  much 
simpler life styles th at require less material  goods and leave us more 
time for enjoyment. We can reject advert ising tha t attempts to con
vince us tha t we are not worthy unless we own their newest polluting 
automobile. We can become political ly active and ensure tha t no public 
officials are elected unless they have ecologically sound policies. I f we 
do not do this, the lobbies of the industries  will ensure tha t the inte r
ests of their industries take precedence over the needs and desires of 
the people. We urge people to join ZPG (367 State Street , Los Altos, 
Calif. 94022), Friends of the Ea rth  (30 Eas t 42d Street,  New 
York, N.Y. 10017), or form other  non-tax-exempt organizations tha t 
can represent the interests of the people who want a livable environ
ment instead of more meaningless consumption.

STATEMENT OF DINA ZVENKO, WOMEN’S LIBERATION,
ANN ARBOR, MICH.

Dina Zvenko. I, Dina Zvenko, am a member of Women’s Libera
tion in Ann Arbor. I would like to voice my opinions on the one eco
logical problem that affects women most directly, tha t being overpopu
lation. As I  see it, the solution to overpopulation, at least in this coun
try requires more than finding a safe, effective means of contraception ; 
because women could continue to use birth  control techniques just as 
they do now—before, after , and between having as many children as 
they want, which may be 10 children. Populat ion control involves a 
fundamental change in women’s roles in this society whereby a woman 
is no longer indoctrinated from the  time she is a child tha t her  identity 
and fulfillment in life lies primarily , if not entirely, in motherhood 
and child rearing.

Resides a change in women’s attitud e about having  children, a change 
in men’s attitude about women having children would also alleviate 
much of the problem. Men—I say men because the vast major ity of 
people with decisionmaking power in thi s country are men—have not 
yet allowed women the right to control the ir own bodies. Abortions, 
except in very extreme cases, are illegal. Millions of women contribute 
to the population problem by giving  birth  to children they don’t want. 
Also, thousands of women in this  country die each year from illegal 
abortions. I might add tha t most women who get abortions are mar
ried and already have more th an one child. I ’m not asking for abor
tion reform,  that  is, i.e. permitt ing abortions in the case of incest, rape, 
or insanity. Fo r reforms will not eliminate the humiliation and social 
stigma women must face before obtaining an abortion. I say all abor
tion laws should be repealed so that any woman who wants it, can have 
an abortion on demand.

The phrase “any woman who wants i t” is important, for as it stands 
now the availabi lity of abortions  is discriminatory against poor 
women. Abortions, legal or illegal, are in the neighborhood of  $500 to 
$1,000. Along with the repeal of abortion laws, clinics and other fa-
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cil itie s wh ere  women can ge t an  abort ion  done safely  an d cheaply 
sho uld  also be e stab lished.

I pre vio usly sta ted th at  s afe,  effective  co ntr ace ption  wasn’t enough.  
I t  seems ev ide nt  f rom  th e tes tim onies  giv en at  the recent  he ari ngs con
ducte d by Se na tor Ga ylo rd Nelson about “the pi ll, ” a safe effective 
means  of  contr ace ption  does no t ye t exist.  W ha t would hav e been 
in terest ing is i f the  Se nate h ea rin g w ould have  inv est iga ted  some o the r 
issues connected wi th the pi ll such  as : Why  were  m illi ons of  women 
used as gu ine a p igs  by d ru g co mpa nies ? An d w hy doesn ’t a safe co nt ra 
cep tive exi st?  The answ ers to  such que stio ns wou ld expose o th er  a tt i
tud es about women th at  mu st be cha nged.  One of them being  that  
contr ace ption  ha s come to  be sole ly the  respo nsi bil ity  of  women. T he re
fore, if  a dr ug  comes out  on the  m ar ke t th at  is p rov en effective, even 
thou gh  ce rta in  he alt h risk s are inv olved,  it  is the wom an’s obligat ion  
to deal  with  those risks. Th is also  expla ins somewh at why there has 
been  very li tt le  done in th e way  o f contr acep tio n fo r men.

A second a tti tu de  is th at  women  in th is socie ty are  d ea lt wi th,  above 
all  else, as consumers. When the medical rese arch was done by drug  
com pan ies to  pro duce ora l contr ace ptives, thei r pr iorit ies were not to 
discover a saf e con tracep tive an d to  ensure  the wel l-be ing of  women. 
Rathe r th ey  w anted  to produc e a  p rodu ct th at  women wou ld buy , leav
ing  th e consequences for the  wom en tak in g the  pr od uc t. So t he  pil l was 
pushed on the marke t and sold to  unsuspect ing  and wo rried  suspec t
ing women. Th e hug e pro fits  reap ed  by the  drug  com panies fro m the 
pi ll did no t ac t as mo tiv ati on  fo r conti nued  m edical re se ar ch ; i nst ead  
othe r metho ds of  contracep tion were shelved or sim ply  not developed.

In  addi tio n to lega lized abort ion  and discov erin g safe an d effective  
contr ace ption , I  th ink there  should  be edu cat ion al program s so women 
can  have a good un de rs tand ing of  how th ei r bodies fun ction . I t ’s 
only logical  th at  women un de rs tand  how the y get  pr eg na nt  in ord er 
th at  the y preven t pregna ncies. Also,  women and men sho uld  be en
cou raged to  adopt chi ldren.  People who wan t ch ild ren  should  be con
vinced th at  t he re ’s nothing  sacred abo ut th ei r genes  a nd  t here are  lots  
of  ch ild ren  a lre ady born  who need pa ren ts.

One  o ther  aspect of  popu lat ion  control th at  needs very  serious  con
sid era tio n is genocide. I t  seems th at at  pre sen t, the  issues centr al to 
abo rtio n are th at women should  have  con trol  of  th ei r own bodies. 
How eve r, I  can  env ision a s itu at ion in th e fu tur e, when and  if  abo rtio ns 
become legaliz ed,  whe re poo r women on welfare are  ord ere d by the  
court s to have manda tory  abortio ns  or ste ril iza tio ns  if they wish  to 
con tinu e receiv ing  w elfare  checks. M an da tory  abo rtio ns are  no bet ter,  
if  no t worse , th an  t he  presen t abor tio n leg isla tion . In  both situa tio ns  
the  des tiny of  t he  wom an's  b ody is not he r own. I can ima gine a very  
sim ila r d isc rim ina tory  s itu ati on  in  te rm s o f l im iting  fam ily  size  in t his  
cou ntry. I f  th e leg isl ato r passed a bill  th at would set a lim it of two 
ch ild ren  pe r fam ily , it wou ld be th e rich th at  cou ld have  th ei r ab or 
tio ns  done  in the  clean  ho sp ita ls;  it  wou ld be the  rich th at  cou ld pay 
the taxes att ache d to ha vin g more th an  t wo  chi ld ren;  and  it would be 
the rich th at  wou ld be seen as the mos t fit pa ren ts fo r ad op tin g 
chi ldren.

In  conc lusion, I would like to  sta te  th at  I  perso nally  feel t hat p op ula
tio n con tro l is a serio us pro blem th at mu st be de alt  w ith  imm ediate ly. 
However , I ref use to  su pp or t an d I  will dir ectly  oppose any popula-
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tion control programs t ha t attempt to solve the overpopulation prob
lem by discriminating agains t the poor and minority groups or by 
continuing to and/o r fu rther oppressing  women.

STATEMENT OF MEL NOLAN, GRADUATE STUDENT, SCHOOL OF 
PUBLIC HEALTH, UNIVER SITY OF MICHIG AN

Mr. Nolan. Mr. Chairm an, members of the committee, as you know, 
the President of the United States, Secretary of the Inte rior  W alter  
J. Hickel, and FW PC A’s Murray  Stein have recently talked about a 
new water pollution control program. President Nixon sent his en
vironmental message to Congress on February 10, 1970. He has pro
posed to handle water pollution control in two ways—by new legis la
tion and by administrative order using existing law.

The President’s new legislative proposals ar e:
Passage of a new Clean Waters Act autho rizing  a $4 billion Federal 

share of a $10 billion construction gran ts program beginning in fiscal 
year 1971.

Establishment of a new Environmental Financing Authority  tha t 
will purchase bonds from local agencies who cannot sell them at “fa 
vorable” inte rest rates.

To revise the construction gran ts allocation formula to channel 
more money to locations where the greates t improvement in water 
quality  will result.

Many exports in th e field of water pollution control and abatement 
agree tha t the proposed cleanup by Government officials has been 
taken with little r egard for the realities of the  complexities of nature 
and entirely  too much fa ith  in outmoded technology.

The estimation is t ha t the Nation has invested about $15 billion in 
the construction of 7,500 municipal sewage treatm ent plants, indus
tria l treatm ent plants, sewers, and related support equipment and 
facilities since 1952. Nevertheless, 1,400 communities in the United  
States, including cities like Memphis, Tenn., and hundreds of indus
tria l plants dump untreated wastes into the waterway. Many other 
cities have only prim ary sewage treatment, removing only about 33 
percent of gross po llutants mechanically. Almost 30 percent of Ameri
cans living in communities served by sewers have only primary 
treatment.

Another 62 percent of Americans live in communities t ha t provide 
only secondary t reatmen t of sewage using trickling filter or activated 
sludge systems. Secondary treatm ent when proper ly executed will 
reduce degradable  organic  wastes by about 90 percent. Chlorination 
of the effluent from secondary t reatm ent will kill up to 99 percent of 
viable disease germs in water. The current war on water pollution 
has a p rimary objective of achieving secondary treatment for sewage 
in 90 percent of U.S. municipal ities within  th e next 5 years. Equiva
lent reductions for most indust rial plants are projected for the same 
5-year period.

Please do not be deluded into thinking  that these efforts 
are adequate.

The volume of pollu tants  continues to expand while potable w ater 
supply remains essentially the same. Within the next 50 years, the 
country's  population will double, while municipal, indus trial, and
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agricultura l demand for water will increase faster than  the popula
tion growth. Present water uses add up to approximately  350 billion 
gallons per day. Projected estimates for  1980 indicate 000 billion 
gallons per day (b.g.d.) will be needed and by the year 2000, water 
demands for domestic and industria l uses will reach or exceed 1,000 
b.g.d. The unchanging supply of dependable potable water will have 
to be reused, and it will cost more to recondition progressively dirtier  
water from surface water suppplies.

Most water treatment plants  are outmoded, since they were designed 
for a simpler, sparsely populated world. Approximately three-four ths 
of the water treatment plants  only disinfect drinking water with 
chlorine which kills bacteria but doesn’t remove pesticides, herbi
cides, or any other dissolved organic and inorganic chemicals from 
the water.

The Public Health Service (PH S)  has listed about 50 contaminants 
or characteristics of  drinking water  supplies tha t must be controlled. 
Other substances in drink ing water have not appeared in the list 
because they haven’t been measured or identified.

Consequently, we go on record as recommending the extension of 
present efforts in research, development, and training of competent 
personnel to identify  the dissolved organic matte r in sewage effluents, 
surface waters, and ground water. The new water pollution control 
program of the present admin istrat ion clearly sidesteps the Federal 
Government’s responsibility in th is area. More than 500 new or modi
fied chemicals are introduced on the market every year in the XTnited 
States without adequate knowledge for treatment and removal of these 
substances once they are injected into our sewage and surface waters. 
The ident ification and detailed analyses of some of these pollutants is 
just  beginning on a systematic basis. The establishment of an official 
committee to evaluate the effects of insecticides on health was just 
recently completed by the PHS. The recent announcement of the 
ultimate  closing of the Great Lakes Laboratory of the Bureau of  Com
mercial Fisheries also indicates the lack of interest of the Federal 
Government in continuing the efforts of this group in defining the 
quality of the waters in the  Great Lakes which serve as a water supply 
for Chicago, Detroit, and Cleveland as well as smaller cities in this 
region. No effort has been made to insure the continuation of monitor
ing the water quality of the Great Lakes. The Federal Water Pollution 
Control Administration (FW PCA) should be given the responsibility 
for the surveillance of these lakes and thei r drainage basins and to 
continually monitor their water qua lity in addition to identify ing new 
manmade pollutants dumped into them.

We also recommend the establishment  of additional numbers of 
graduate fellowships and an increase in the stipend level as well as 
increasing supply and equipment allowances specifically earmarked 
for the individual student to conduct research. The present supply 
allowance for students studying under these stipends at the Univer
sity of Michigan is $400 per year. Gentlemen, the students have found 
tha t this sum is totally inadequate to conduct research in the  problem 
areas of o ur chosen professions. O ther  research grants and contracts 
awarded to our thesis professors are  carry ing the  burden of our equip
ment, chemical, and glassware needs. Trave ling to an off-campus site 
to collect samples and conduct analysis  is out of the question unless
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yo ur  fac ul ty advis or  can fu rn ish  the tra ve lin g expenses fro m othe r 
sources. Unf or tuna te ly , th e po llu tio n sources ar en 't on our campus.  
Ear lier , I  mentioned th at  some dissolved org anic substan ces  of  ma n
ma de or igi n are  conta ine d in ou r dr inki ng  wa ter  sup plies and we 
ra tio na liz e th at  very of ten they can be firs t detected in sewage efflu
en ts fro m p rim ary or  s eco ndary  sewage trea tm en t pla nts. In  figure 1, 
I  have  pre sen ted  some da ta  on the  fin ge rp rin tin g of  the disso lved  or 
ganic  com plexing co mpounds w hich my colle ague s a nd  profess ors  have 
identi fied in An n Arb or  sewage tre atm en t plan t effluent befo re chlo
rin at ion.  We are  con cerned  th at  these an d othe r org anic chela ting 
sub stance s pre sen t in  most sewage  effluents could s tim ula te algal gro wth 
by making  tra ce  me tal s alr eady  pre sen t in the rec eiv ing  wa ter  more  
availabl e to algae .

(N ote.—Figu re  1 re fe rred  to above  follows  the bib lio graphy  at  
the  end  of  Mr. N olan ’s sta tem ent.)

In  preli minary alg al gr ow th  studie s con duc ted  wi th  each of  the  
mo lecula r weigh t fra ct ions  isolated fro m sewage increases algal popu 
lat ions. Bo th Lake Mich iga n and  Thi rd  Siste r Lake  were observed 
with  a 500-1,000 mo lec ula r we igh t fra cti on . Pr esen tly , we are  a t
tem pt in g to iden tif y the com ponents  of  th is fra cti on  and  conduc t 
ad di tio na l exp erime nts  to  define thei r e ffect on st im ulat in g the  growth 
of  n atur al  m ixed  a lga l popu lat ion s. Th ere  a re num ero us oth er possible 
tra ce  nu tri en ts othe r th an  phosp horus , ni tro ge n, an d gross dissolved 
organic mater ia l th at  need to be iden tified and used  to pulse the  
biology  of  the  aquat ic environm ent .

Po llu tant s th at  sec ondar y tre atmen t facil iti es  fa il to eliminate will 
increase i n volume more r ap id ly  th an  ind us try and po pu latio n growth . 
Ph os ph ate, n itr at e,  an d n ondegradab le de tergen t r emo val  haven’t been 
adequately show n to be th e solu tion  to decre asing foam and algal 
ma ts in o ur  surface waters. Th ere is a possibil ity  o f s ub sti tu tin g a n on
phosph orus  bu ild er in de terg en ts ; however , more resear ch into  the  
fa te  and effects of  the subs titutes  is necessa ry before  wholesale  use 
begins. A bil l is before  Con gress th at  wou ld ban phosp horus  from  
de ter gents by mid-1971, bu t farms , citie s, and fac tor ies  contr ibu te 
vario us  forms  o f phosph ate s to alga e-clogged lakes and rive rs.

Ad vance d nonbac ter ial  tech nologie s show pro mise in rem oving the  
ever- inc rea sing perce nta ges of  phosp hates  or ig in at in g from domestic  
and indu str ial  waste s loads fro m sewage. The con ven tional  biological 
waste tre atmen t me thods be ing  pushed  by the  Fe de ral wa ter  po llu 
tion agencies can not effe ctively degra de  all of  the conta minants  in 
tro du ced to thes e fac ilit ies . Ter tiar y tre atmen t fac ili tie s are  aimed at  
remova l of  almost all conta mi nants . Tox ic indu st rial  wastes have, on • 
ma ny occas ions, wip ed ou t the  bac ter ial  po pu lat ion s of  secondary 
mu nic ipa l t reatmen t p lant s fo r weeks. S cie nti sts  at  the  F ob er t A. Ta ft  
W ater  Research Cente r in Ci nc inn ati , Ohio, have pro posed  physica l- 
chemical processes to accomplis h secondary  and te rt ia ry  tre atmen t of 
sewage. The sewage is first clar ified by chem ical floccula tion  which  
remo ves most suspended  organic solids inclu din g mos t of  the pho s
phate . Carbo n adsorpt ion  fil ter  beds are  u sed fo r remova l of  dissolved 
organic  mate ria l and ad di tio na l pho sph ates. "The floccula tion  and  ac
tiv ated  carb on adsorpt ion  removes 90 perce nt or more of  the  phos
phate . The carbon  c an be reg enera ted  in furnaces and reused. The ad 
sorb ed org anic m at te r is bu rned . Carbon adsorptio n also removes in-
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dust rial chemicals from the water which pass unremoved and un
degraded throug h secondary biological treatment plants.

Chemical process t reatment techniques are also being studied tha t 
would recondition sewage into potable water. Processes such as re
verse osmosis using semipermeable membranes to remove ammonia 
nitrogen, phosphates and most n itrate and other dissolved substances 
in water are being studied in pilot plants facilities. Engineers are 
attempting  to  design beter membranes. The eventual product of this 
effort, is reusable water rather  than an eflluent to discharge to some 
receiving water designated by a State agency for tha t purpose. Re- »
cycled reconditioned water is the ultimate goal to satisfy future  
water needs.

Congress shows a distinct lack of orientat ion towards a largely 
urban population when gran ts for construction of waste-treatment  .
plants was limited to $250,000 per municipali ty. This dollar ceiling 
was raised but not removed until fiscal 1968. In the preceding 12 
years almost half of th e sewage treatment p lants wore built in villages 
with populations less tha n 2,500 and 92 percent with populations 
under 50,000.

Congress has also left it up to  the S tates to  decide on pollution con
trol goals in determining the uses for a part icular stream or lake. Each 
State decides stream characteristics such as dissolved oxygen, tempera
ture, phosphates, n itrates, residual chlorine, suspended and dissolved 
solids. Each State then sets up its own schedule fo r corrective meas
ures tha t would insure the  stream quality agreed upon and prepare 
legal enforcement of the standards.

We recommend the elimination of this piecemeal approach to 
solving the pollution problems of these intra- and interstate water
ways. We believe the most reasonable approach to the solution of 
chemical, biological, and thermal pollution problems is the establish
ment of regional authorities  or basin commissions such as the Ohio 
River Valley Sanitation Commission, ORSANCO, and Delaware 
River Basin Commission, I)RBC, of which the  Federal Government 
is a member. An example of the confusion caused by State-submit ted 
standards in June 1967 occurs along the Ohio River where Pennsyl
vania-Ohio, West Virginia-Ohio,  Kentucky-Ohio, and Indiana-Ken
tucky set different standards for water characterist ics such as tem
perature . Kentucky submitted maximum temperature  s tandard of 93 
degrees Falirenhelt while Indiana wants 90 degrees, Ohio set its 
limit at 93 deegrees, while West Virgin ia chose 86 degrees, and Pe nn
sylvania decided on 86 degrees Fahrenheit, I sincerely hope the 
natura l biological populations of the Ohio River can properly accli
mate to these ambivilent sets of standards . Michigan has a regional «
problem of es tablishing both  regional and in ternational quality s tand
ards. Certainly, thermal pollution and radioactive wastes levels are 
possible future problems for the future of the  Great Lakes. I t is well 
established tha t thermal pollution accelerates entrophication in lakes 
and changes the species diversi ty in rapid ly flowing streams and 
rivers.

We recommend tha t offshore oil drilli ng companies be required to 
build floating retention basins and or be charged a fee from $10,000 
per day for oil discharges into lakes and estuaries to cover the expense 
of removing and destroying oil slicks. We recommend the establishment
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of special research gran ts for the study of the  identification of specific 
crude oil types to pinpoint  offenders. We also recommend research on 
the chronic effects of periodic and continuous small oil spills  on the 
chemical and ecological changes of lakes and estuaries.

We recommend the establishment of an agency at  the Federal  level 
of government to coordinate the exchange of research informat ion 
on the degradation, metabolic pathways, toxic ity and vectors of t ran s
port  for insecticides and herbicides. This agency should also be charged 
with the responsibility of monitoring  pesticide levels in water levels 
and setting  up standards for the use of pesticides and promoting  mu
tual  trust between existing  Federal agencies in the  exchange of valid 
data.

Federa l funds would do more good in eliminating water pollution 
problems if  riv er basin and/or  regional lines were set up. More funds 
need to be channeled into  applied research efforts directed towards 
ident ifying  and measuring new and existing undetected organic mate
rials and trace metals in surface waters and sewage plan t effluents. 
Fund s should also be allocated towards developing new waste trea t
ment processes and putt ing  them to use. Research is needed to define the 
chronic and acute effects of recycling reconditioned waste water in 
the United States before we are compelled to resort to this source 
of potable water supply.
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STATEMENT OF RICHAR D W. DODDS, STUDENT, SCHOOL OF PUBLIC 
HEALTH, UNIVERSITY  OF MICHIGAN

N U T R IT IO N  AN D E N V IR O N M EN T

Mr.  Dodds. N ut rit ion is an environm ental  p rob lem  because i t affects 
ou r grow th,  helps de ter mi ne  the qu al ity  of  lif e whi ch we experience , 
an d tak es away en vir onme nta l resources such  as wa ter and energ y 
which are in  very s ho rt supply .

* For  example, our di et  in  the Un ite d St ates  inc lud es a lot  of  mea t; 
an d meat is very exp ens ive  in terms  of  the resources  consumed to 
pro duce it. P la nt food fo r nour ish ing one human  fo r 1 day costs 300 
ga llons  of  wa ter  to  pro duce.  One  pound of beef  prote in , which is no t

* eno ugh  to  nour ish  one hu man  fo r 1 da y? costs 2,300 gal lon s of  wa ter  
to  produce. Our  presen t sta nd ar d of  liv ing uses 15,000 gal lon s of  
wa ter pe r per son  pe r day. Given ou r ra in fa ll,  th at  mea ns th at  the 
maxim um  popula tio n at  thi s s tand ard of  living  in terms of w ater  alone 
which  we can  su pp or t is 230 mil lion  peop le. We  are  ne ar ing th at  
br ink tod ay. W ith ou t po pu latio n con trol  we wil l ul tim ately hav e to 
giv e up  meat pro tein  in o ur  diets.

Thus, nu tr iti on  is an env iro nm ental  r esource p roblem. But  nu tr iti on  
is also  the environme nt fro m which we draw  reso urces fo r ou r brains  
to  gro w, fo r ou r intell ige nce to  deve lop, and fo r ou r bodies to ga in  
he ight  a nd  w eigh t.

Ove rnut rit ion i s assoc iate d w ith  car dio vascula r disease and d iabe tes; 
it  has recent ly rece ived  mu ch deserve d at tent ion.  However , qu al ita 
tiv ely  bad nu tr iti on  is no t ge tti ng  sufficient at tent io n even fo r old,  
well-estab lished issues wh ich  everyone assum es have been disposed  
of  b ut  a re  r eal ly lin ge rin g on. Ou r he alt h educa tion system ha s fai led  
when  20 perc ent  of  ou r f am ilies  do no t use iod ized  sa lt in t he ir  homes— 
even in are as  of  endemic go ite r like the Great  Lakes region.  Most 
consumers do no t know t h a t t hey sho uld  w an t iodized sal t. To my own 
dismay, I  discovered toda y th a t two  o f the t hr ee  cart ons of sa lt in my 
own home are  no niodized.  I t  is a fa ilu re  o f ou r law s t hat all the tab le 
sa lt fo r huma n consu mp tion in th e Un ite d States  is no t r equir ed to  be 
iodized.  As  a resu lt re stua rant s,  canned  an d pre packaged foods, and  
insti tu tio ns  which pu rcha se  th ei r sa lt in bulk are us ing  noniodized

* sal t. An d yet  one es tim ate  is th at  it  w ould cos t only $10,000 to iodize 
all  the sa lt f or  hum an con sum ption in th e Uni ted S tates.

When will  we as a Na tio n make a com mitment  to sprea d nu tri tio n 
inform ation  ade quate ly am ong our peop le ? Eat in g laun dr y sta rch in

» or de r to sup pre ss ap pe tit e does not con trol we igh t, bu t it  is wide ly
prac tic ed  a mon g t he  po or.  I t  costs  dair ies  one  penny to  add  v itamin D 
to  1,000 gal lon s of  milk. Ye t when I boug ht  mi lk in Mary land , the 
vi tam in D  milk a t t he  retai l ou tle t cos t $20 per  1,000 ga llons  more than  
the n onvi tam in D  mi lk fro m the same dair y.  And  then  the ca rtons  were 
so very sim ila r in colo r an d lay ou t th at  it  was  h ar d to  d iscover when  
th e m ilk  labe l fai led  to  show  vi tam in D. W hen w ill we teac h our  peop le 
on pr ime-t ime televisi on an d othe r com municatio n forms  th a t iron - 
defic iency  anemia  in ch ild ren is pre ven ted  by a diet  o f in fa nt  cereals , 
egg  yolk , and red  meat— not by spinac h, mos t pa tent  medicine s, or 
ho t dogs ?

Ove mut ri tio n an d bad nu tr it io n are  p roblems. But  I  w an t to dir ect 
the major ity  of ou r at tent io n tod ay  to un de rn ut ri tio n in  the Un ite d
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Sta tes . In  my opinion, it  should be an  official, pos itive, expli cit , w ri t
ten poli cy of  the U.S . Gover nment  th at  no in fant - or  child-cit izen 
sho uld  suff er re ta rded  intelli gen ce,  sho rtened  he igh t, inadeq uate 
we igh t g ain , d am aged nervo us sys tem, or delayed deve lopmenta l m ile
stones because o f m aln utr ition .

I  wou ld suggest  the creation of  a na tio na l in sti tu te  fo r nu tri tio n 
an d charg e it  w ith  p rim ar ily  so ciolo gica l and politi cal  duties—th ou gh  
no t exclu din g the biomedica l. Thi s insti tu te  should  implement the  
nu tr iti on  services which it  f inds ap pr op riat e as a r esul t o f i ts  research 
an d develop men t. I t  should co nduc t rese arch and dev elopment  on 
methods of  distr ibut ion of  food , cu ltu ra lly  ap prop riate foods, and 
nu tr iti on  edu cat ion  th roug h mass-media  aimed at the en tir e po pu la
tion. Me thods fo r di str ibu tio n of  fre e foods should  be soug ht  which 
avo id the ut ili za tio n ba rri er s whi ch I  will  d escr ibe la te r; fo r exam ple, 
pe rha ps  there sho uld  be ne igh borho od del ive ry of  free food  t o  homes 
in poo r are as  o r pe rhaps comm unity  nu tr iti on  a ides sh ould be tra ined  
and sent int o poor homes. Foods m us t be cu ltu ra lly  app ro pr ia te  to  the  
people of  t he  tar ge t popu lat ion , as well as nu tri tio na lly  a deq uate. Dr.  
Ja ck  Geige r has  suggested food form s and packages fo r “soul food” 
un de r a j ol ly  b lack  g iant  label. Th e in st itu te  should be concerned w ith  
pr ime-t ime mass media nu tri tio n education  techn iques and sho uld  de
termine  the desir ab ili ty of  star tin g,  supp ortin g, or  legally prote cti ng  
foo d-p urchasi ng  co operatives  s ta rte d by the poo r fo r t he ir  own  neig h
borh oods. La stl y,  food di str ibut ion prog rams shou ld be und er  the con
trol  solely of  He al th , Ed ucati on , an d W elfa re  a nd  no t un de r th e De
pa rtm en t of  Agr icu ltu re.

These pro posal s are  aim ed at  th e fol low ing  kin ds  of  nu tr iti on  
envir onme nt pro ble ms : When I  lived  and worked  in Pi tts bu rg h,  
Ba ltimo re,  a nd  W ash ing ton , D.C ., I  saw the effects  o f un de rn ut rit ion 
fir sth and. I  saw ch ild ren  fa il to th rive  fo r lack  of  intake of adequa te 
food. Ch ild ren ge t some revers ible an d some irre ver sib le sup pressio n 
of  intell igence  fro m m alnu tri tio n,  bu t it  is all preven tab le. Menta l 
re ta rd at io n fro m malnu tri tio n is a pre venta ble  disease. Th e ma l
nourish ed  br ain does no t grow as fa st  as nor ma l. The reflexes are 
depressed. Th e ch ild ren  g et infecte d more easi ly wi th  b eale d ears and  
pne umonia. Ho w frus trat in g it is fo r a physicia n to be able to  wr ite  
a w elfare  o r m edicaid prescr ipt ion  fo r $60 w orth of am pic ill in fo r t he  
inf ection, bu t he can ’t  w rite the foo d prescr ipt ion  th at  m ight  pre vent 
a rec urr ence o f the  infe ctio n. Whe n he sees a child  fa ili ng  to gro w in 
he ight  or we igh t f or  lack  of  food,  he  can’t w rit e f or  the  dru g o f c ho ice : 
the ri ght foods .

Th e e xisti ng  socia l insti tu tio ns  f or discov ering who is m aln ourished 
and fo r ge tt in g food to the m are inadeq uate. When poo r peop le in 
Ba ltimo re forme d a food -purchasing co ope rative,  the y were d riv en  ou t 
of business by  local food -handl ing  ordinances invoked by th e independ
en t grocers. Le t me emphasi ze, th e insti tu tio ns  are  inadequa te;  bu t 
the technolo gy is kn ow n; it  is unused  or  blocked.

Ano ther  bi t of  unexplo ited technolo gy is th e simple he ight  and  
we igh t grow th  chart . I  believe th er e should  be a na tio na l com mit 
ment to mon ito r t he  a dequacy of  g ro wth  of  every chi ld in the Un ite d 
Sta tes . Le t us tea ch  f amilie s—every family —how to ch ar t the gro wth 
of  each  of  th ei r children  an d to seek ca re if  growt h is low on th e curve.
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We  need to  lea rn wha t are  the  ba rr ie rs  to  the ut ili za tio n of  free 
food  program s by ou r ma lno uri shed po pu lat ion . When free  mi lk fo r 
in fant s was given to poor  fam ilie s in one Ba ltimore program , it was 
stac ked  in unw ieldy  heavy cases in a clinic  w ai tin g room to which  black  
mo the rs usu ally wa lke d several blocks wi th  most of  thei r ch ild ren . 
Now,  even if  it  is fre e, a woman can’t ca rry eno ugh mi lk fo r all  of 
he r ch ild ren  in hea vy bu lky  cases several blocks’ walk and also wa tch  
the saf ety  of  he r ch ild ren . Is  it any wo nder th at the effects  of  the 
mi lk on th is po pu lat ion were unm eas ura ble ?

Our  nu tr iti on  is an  im po rta nt  pa rt  of  ou r environment.  It  affec ts 
us both grossly  an d subtly. Let  us make a na tio na l com mitment  to 
make ou r nu tr iti on al  environme nt adequ ate  fo r all of  ou r people.

* STATEMENT OF JAMES T. DENOVAN, GRADUATE FELLOW IN
ENVIRONMENTAL HEAL TH SCIENCES AT THE  UNIVERSITY  OF
MICHIGAN

NUCLE AR PO W ER  AN D EN V IR O N M EN TA L PO LL UTIO N

Mr.  Denovan. I  wo uld  like to spe ak toda y on two sub jec ts con 
cer nin g nucle ar power and env ironm ental  po llu tion. The first  subje ct 
is the  dir ect ion  I believe th is country  sho uld  tak e in rega rds to elec
tri ca l pow er produc tio n. The second is some esse ntia l areas fo r 
research on envir onme nta l problems and wh at the  Go vernm ent’s ro le 
sho uld  be.

I  feel, as do most peo ple  in the  Un ite d State s, th at  t he re  sho uld  be 
no sources of po llu tio n conta mina tin g the ai r and wa ter  in ou r en 
virons. How ever, we are  faced  wi th an environme nta l cri sis  th a t th e 
eve r inc rea sin g po pu lat ion and  techno logy have created. We  hav e 
the problem of  cle an ing  up  ou r environme nt while stil l m aintaining  
or  improv ing  our pr esen t s tand ard o f liv ing .

Our  citi es hav e become choked wi th smog and  smoke from au to 
mobiles and in du st ria l pla nts . Th ere is a con tinual bu ild up  of  su lfur  
dio xide and lea d in ou r env ironm ent  rea ch ing  as fa r as the Arcti c. 
Pr esen t pow er prod uc tio n by fossi l fue led  pl an ts  and auto mobile s 
are  the  largest co nt rib utor s to ou r ai r po llu tio n problem . It. has 
been est imated th at  by the year 2000 the  emission of  su lfur  dio xid e

* fro m fossil  fue led  powe r plan ts may reac h 60.7 m illion tons an nuall y.
Ma ny of  o ur  lakes and rivers  are  dy ing fro m mu nic ipa l and indu s

tr ia l wastes.  Exc ess  p hospha tes  and  ni trat es  from poor  or nonexis ten t 
sewage tre atmen t cre ate  large  alg al blooms, and  in ma ny cases kil l

•  aquatic  organisms. Pulp  mill s, steel mill s, and ot he r sources of  tox ic 
substan ces  may com ple tely  s tri p a body of w ater  of  al l liv ing m ate ria l. 
Dams  may  destr oy  the scenic  bea uty  of  riv ers and  in te rr up t the 
normal life processes tak in g p lace  in a river .

A possible soluti on  to some of  ou r environme nta l pro blems  would  
be to  produc e ele ctr ica l pow er by nuclear reactors. Our  need s fo r 
electr ica l pow er dou ble  ap prox im ate ly eve ry 10 yea rs. Also , 
if  we are  to  eli minate auto mobile  po llu tion, we may  have to go to  
electri cal  cars , wh ich  cou ld req uir e even more electr ici ty.  Th ere  is 
also a diminish ing supp ly of fossi l fuels  to  operate con ventional 
powerplants. Th erefore, I believe  th at  we m ust  tu rn  to  nuc lea r re ac tors  
fo r ou r pow er requir ement s.
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Perha ps this sounds like replacing one type of pollutant with an
other, but I believe tha t nuclear reactors will not create environ
mental problems as serious as o ther types of power production. The 
reason fo r this belief are  twofold. Fir st, the effects of radiat ion have 
probably been studied more and are better understood than the 
effects o f any other toxic substance. Most other  industria l pollutants  
have been studied very little with emphasis being placed primar ily 
on the short-te rm effects. Thousands of experiments have been con
ducted on both the short-term and long-term biological effects of 
radiation. Second, the nuclear indus try is probably the most strin
gently controlled of any industry in the United States. The amounts 
of radionuclides that may be released by nuclear industries are care
fully controlled by the Atomic Energy Commission and other  gov
ernmental agencies. These limits for radioactive materials  have been 
determined aft er many years of study by scientists throughout the 
world. The amounts decided upon have been based on both long-term 
and shor t-term effects of radiation.

Future  generations have been of utmost concern in the setting of 
radiation standards while other industrial pollutants have been con
trolled with only the short-te rm effect as the prime consideration.
Various Federa l and State agencies keep careful watch over the 
amounts of radionuclides present in the aquatic and terrestria l en
vironments, and constant air- and water-sampling programs a re con
ducted. The nuclear industry  generally puts more s tringent  controls 
upon itself than  the Government requires. In actual practice most 
nuclear installations release much less radioactivity to the environ
ment than is allowed by Government standards.

Continual research is being conducted on better methods for removal 
of radioactive materials from reactor effluents. As the technology be
comes available , less and less radioactivi ty will be released to the en
vironment by nuclear facilities. It  is for these reasons t ha t I believe 
tha t nuclear power is the safest and cleanest energy source we have 
today and should be given every consideration when pol lution prob
lems are being deliberated.

While supporting nuclear energy, I do feel that  all types of envi
ronmental contaminants, including radiation , should have much more 
time and energy devoted to research. In particular, the effects of these 
contaminants on the delicate balance in aquatic and terrestr ial eco- *
systems should be studied. Government and industry  should support 
research on improved methods for safe disposal of all types of 
pollutants.

In regards to the Government’s role in control of pollution and •
safety aspects of nuclear installat ions, I believe tha t the Atomic 
Energy Commission has been very effective. The AEC is responsible 
for both promotion and control of nuclear power, and they  have been 
able to make the nuclear industry one of the safest. However, I do feel 
that  any agency having responsibility  for both promotion and control 
of any product  places itse lf in a compromising situation. Perhaps it 
would be best if one agency were responsible for control and another 
for promotion of nuclear power.
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STATEMENT OF WA RRE N P. MILLER, GRADUATE STUDENT IN THE
DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE PLAN NING  AND CONSERVATION,
SCHOOL OF NATURAL RESOURCES, THE UNIVERSITY OF
MICHIGAN

Mr. Miller. I am War ren P. Miller, currently a resident of Ann 
Arbor, Mich., and a graduate student in the natu ral resources admin
istrat ion program of the Department of Resource P lanning and Con- 

•* servation, School of Natu ral Resources, the  University of Michigan.
I would like to share with you today a few random thoughts on the 

overall organization and administration  of the  Federal Government’s 
response to this new nationwide  awareness of environmental problems 
and to offer a few specific suggestions on how present Federal pro
grams might be restructured  and new endeavors undertaken. But 
before I begin I would like to express my personal appreciation for 
the opportunity  to ap pear here today, and to commend the subcommit
tee fo r taking time out of its busy schedule to come here and elicit the  
opinions of students on the broad range of environmental problems 
which face this Nation. Some of our comments may be somew hat more 
forthrig ht than is common at congressional hearings; some may seem, 
at least at first glance, to smack of academic imprac ticality. Without 
presuming to speak for any of my colleagues here today, I  would ven
ture to say tha t none o f us believes he has all the  answers. Hopefully ,' 
though, we can provide you with a few fresh insights  into these critical 
problems.

A great many Americans, if not a majority , are aware of and con
cerned about environmental problems. Tha t environmental quality  is 
now recognized (at  least philosophic-ally) as a popular and therefore 
politically supportable cause is evidenced by the Pres iden t’s s tate of 
the Union address and several of his subsequent messages to the Con
gress, and by the spate of environmental legislation that has been 
introduced both in the Congress and in many State  legislatures across 
the Nation. Yet much of the substantive legislation is predicated on 
the continuation of exist ing governmental approaches to problems, 
rath er than explor ing new’ ones. Basically, the response has been 
either to spend more money on existing programs o r to enact s tricte r 

k regula tory measures.
This is not to say tha t more money and stric ter regulation is not 

needed in some areas. But I would submit that  other changes are 
needed as well.

Possibly the most impor tant facet of the general concern about 
environmental quality is t hat  we as a society are finally awakening 
to the realization tha t our actions, whether individually or collec
tively taken, must be judged in the context of the overall goals and 
aspirations of society, and not just on the basis of whether they ac
complish the narrowly stated purpose for which they were unde r
taken. If  this is indeed the case, as I believe it is, then virtually all 
governmental programs must be rethought . By and large, the Fed
eral Government’s domestic programs are mostly made up of sepa
rately enacted smaller programs designed to deal with one part icular 
problem or  set of problems. Sometimes there is continuity and order, 
sometimes not. A part icularly  good example of this problem is the 
Federal Government’s involvement in the v ital and complicated busi-
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ness of moving people and goods from one place to  anoth er: T rans
portation. There is Federal involvement in virtual ly every mode of 
transportation , and each type of involvement has its own history: 
Safety  regulations for the railroads in the 19th century, and for 
automobiles in the 1960’s; Federal aid for road construction beginning 
before 1920, and Federal involvement in aerial navigation and, later, 
airp ort construction as that  mode of transporta tion became nation
ally impor tant. Each program has grown independently and, while 
all of the  nonregulatory transportation  programs are now housed ad
ministratively under one departmenta l roof, the programs’ enabling 
legislation and appropriations authorizations are the province of sev
eral different committees in the House and Senate.

Similar comments could be made about the Federal involvement 
in water resources planning and development, with the Corps of E ngi
neers (flood control and navigatio n), the Bureau of Reclamation 
(principally  irrig ation), the Departmen t of Agriculture ’s small 
watersheds program (Public  Law 566)—to name a few—all involved 
in the construction of dams and other water control structures.

These two cases are neither the only nor the most serious examples 
of confused governmental involvement, in environmentally critical 
areas. Citing  them does, however, make a p oint : Before any real and 
lasting  order can be made of the Government’s environmental pro
grams, there will have to be a large-scale review of administrative  
organization and of congressional committee jurisdictions . I  u rge you 
to consider, therefore, the creation of a “Special Task Force on Execu
tive and Congressional Reorganization for Environmental Programs.” 
Composed of individuals from both the executive and legislative 
branches of the Federal Government and from outside the Federal  
Government, chaired by a distinguished private citizen appointed by 
the Presiden t with the approval of both Houses of Congress, the task 
force would have the difficult job of analyzing virtua lly all Federal 
domestic programs to determine how they can be best fit together 
into Cabinet-level .departments, and to recommend a realinement of 
congressional committee responsibilities which would bring all related 
Government programs under the jurisdiction of a single committee in 
each House.

Whether governmental reorganization on such a massive scale could 
ever be accomplished is problematical. To say that a real ignment of the 
responsibilities of many of the oldest and most prestigious committees 
would be traumatic is to understate the case. I believe such an enormous 
task would be highly desirable, nonetheless.

In the same vein but on a slight ly less formidable level, serious 
thought should be given to the consolidation of all Federal and feder
ally supported  environmental research and development efforts under 
one independent agency. In many instances several agencies are con
ducting or sponsoring research in a given field, with little or no coor
dination as to who is funding  what and, more importantly, whether 
all types of research in a given problem area are in fact being 
supported.

The creation of an independent Environmental Research Agency, 
similar in autonomy to the National Science Foundat ion, would be 
able to provide a more coherent framework for the Nation’s environ
mental research effort. I ts greates t influence would come, however, i f
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tied to a National  Environmental Plan ning  Council, also independent 
of the admin istrat ing departments and agencies. My arguments for 
such a council are based on the same thesis as that  on which my recom
mendations regarding executive and congressional committee reorga- 
nazition are predicated : That many of the Federal agencies most 
intimately involved with  environmental matters  are geared to produce 
one type of product  or service, and should not be held responsible fo r 
deciding what type of product  or service is needed to solve a part icula r 
problem. In  the past, th e Bureau o f the Budget has fulfilled an analo-

* gous role, balancing off the efficacy of various solutions and proposals 
to a given problem; I  would suggest that this function should be sys
tematized and made independent of the executive, and that the process 
of decisionmaking be res truc ture d: Once a problem or  potential area

>• of Federal involvement is identified, it would be the responsibility of
the p lanning  council to determine the best approach—the best type of 
solution; only afte r this is accomplished would a line operating agency 
be given the responsibility  of developing specific program plans and 
effecting them.

Now tha t I have presented a number of generalized, long-range 
(some might call them “blue-sky'’) suggestions, permit me to offer a 
few specific and program atic recommendations:
1. Transportation planning  and financing

The Highway Trust  Fund should be abolished and replaced with a 
Transportat ion Trust  Fund, into which would be paid all of the cur
rent taxes and revenues now accruing to the Highway Trust Fund. 
Likewise the newly established Airport Trust  Fund. The Transporta 
tion Trus t Fund should also receive from the general treasury reve
nues an amount no less than is now authorized for urban mass trans it 
and in terurban rail demonstration projects. The establishment of such 
a fund would permit, for the first time, the development of coordinated 
transporta tion plans throughout  the Nation and especially in urban 
areas, by removing some of the uncertainty which has plagued t ran s
porta tion planners as to the potential availability of funds for mass 
transit grants even a few years hence.
2. Water resources and water pollution  control

The Congress is to be commended for its actions in apropria ting
* funds for water pollution control last session. So, too, is the President  

for his recently announced program for the construction of municipal 
wastewater treatment plants . Yet as valuable as these funds are, much 
more is needed. Furthermore, treatment of municipal sewage is not

► going solve the water  pollution problems in this country; it is be
coming increasingly clear that storm water discharges, especially in 
urban areas where air pollution is a serious problem, are a major source 
of pollutants to the receiving waters.

Yet while technologies are available for the treatm ent of some 
wastes, and some areas of water resources research are being increas
ingly supported, one of the most important research efforts engaged 
in the investigation of the ecology of the Great Lakes, the largest 
supply of fresh water in the Nation, has been downgraded. I strongly  
urge t ha t full funding be restored for the Great Lakes Research Lab-
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oratory and support staff, regardless  of whether the  facility  is admin
istrative ly transferred from the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries to 
the Bureau of Sport Fisher ies and Wildlife, or not. The interruption 
of on-going research activ ities would be far more costly to the Nation’s 
environmental quality program than the doll a is to be saved would 
indicate.
3. Planning assistance

Section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954 has provided State and local 
governments with badly needed funds with which to develop compre- +
hensive planning programs. In  addition to its impact on Federal and 
State governments, the new concern for environmental problems has 
stimulated, at the local government level, commitments to environ
mental programs. If  these programs are to  become reality, and to  be <
soundly conceived, g reat care must be taken in the ir planning. It  is 
my unders tanding that many community planning programs previ
ously supported by 701 grants are being phased out, just a t a time when 
the poten tial payoffs from them seem to be greater than ever.
4. Cornrnwnity citizen participation in environmental quality

We are only just grasp ing the complexity of our environmental 
problems. While a st rong leadership role is needed on the par t of the  
Federal Government, it is imperative tha t citizens be encouraged to 
take p art  in the decisionmaking processes at the local community level.
As the issues become more complex and the solutions more compli
cated, th is will become increasingly more difficult unless new manage
ment and institutional strateg ies are developed, and new communica
tions techniques devised for p resenting  options and alternatives to the 
layman.

There are already examples where elected and appointed local offi
cials have accepted, largely on blind faith , the recommendations of 
engineers, systems specialists, and other technically oriented profes
sionals as to how the  community should proceed in solving a problem.
Unless pol icymaking is to be given over entirely to the  technical pro
fessions, a new breed of “environmental generalists” is needed: Ind i
viduals, or teams of individuals, who are able to act as interpreters 
between the technical specialists, the planners, and the citizenry, to 
assist the residents in planning for the future , then to “t rans late” these 
environmental goals to the planners  and technical specialists, and, •
finally, present the results o f th eir deliberations back to the lay mem
bers of the community for the ir decision.

The use of such a decisionmaking technique would no t be inexpen
sive, nor will it expedite community policy decisions. Yet as our society «
becomes increasingly more complex, and solutions to technological
and sociological problems a re demanded, it is the only alternative I 
can foresee to what amounts to an abdication of p artic ipatory democ
racy in favor  of chaotic nondecisions and nonplanning or increased 
Federa l—and to a lesser extent State—control over local decisions.
Neither  solution is partic ular ly attrac tive, at least to me; nor is either 
alterna tive necessary.

Thank you.
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STATEMENTS OF ROGER L. CONNER AND WILLIAM  A. IRWIN, UNI
VERSITY OF MICHIGAN LAW SCHOOL, ENVIRONMENTAL LAW 
SOCIETY

INTRODUCTION

Mr. Conner (f or an d with Mr. Ir w in ).  Th ere  is gro wing  evidence  
th at  the  problems of  pol lut ion  and othe r envir onme nta l ills  a re grow 
ing  worse, an d th at str ate gie s fo r copin g with them hav e ye t to be 

♦ devised. The prop he ts of  doom are  ha vin g a field da y;  the fr ig ht en in g
par t is th at  the y ma y be rig ht . In  lig ht  of  the impend ing  cris is, th e 
responsi bil ity  o f t his  C ong ress  is awesome indee d. We offer th e fol low 
ing  ideas as specif ic steps which the Con gress can tak e in or de r th a t 

m we can b ett er  pr otec t our  ear th.
Th e Un iversit y of  Michi gan  En vironm en tal  Law Soc iety  an d 

EN ACT  (E nv iro nm en ta l Ac tion fo r Su rv ival ) urge  consid era tion of  
the  fo llo wi ng  specific  leg islative p ro po sa ls :

1. Am end  s ection 702 of  ti tle  5 o f th e Un ite d St ates  Code by ad ding  
the fol low ing  la ng ua ge :

An action in a cou rt of the United  States seeking  relie f othe r tha n money 
damages  and sta tin g a claim that  an agency or an officer or employee the reo f 
acte d or faile d to act  in an official ca paci ty or und er color of legal au tho rity sha ll 
not be dismissed nor rel ief  ther ein denied on the  grou nd th at  it is aga ins t the  
United Sta tes or th at  the United  Sta tes is an indis pensable  par ty. The United 
States may he n amed as  a defe nda nt in any such action , a nd a j udgmen t o r d ecree 
may he ente red again st the  United  States. Nothing here in (1 ) affects oth er lim ita 
tions on jud icia l review or the power or duty  of the  court to dismiss any  actio n 
or deny relie f on any  oth er app rop riat e legal or equitab le ground; or (2 ) confe rs 
autho rity to g ra nt  r elief if any othe r sta tu te  th at  g rants consent  to sui t expr essly 
or impliedly forbids the  re lief which is sought.

A reco mm end atio n embod ying th is  lan guage was adopted  by th e 
Ad minist ra tiv e Confe ren ce of  the Uni ted St ates  on Oct obe r 21, 1969 
(recom menda tion 9) , and rep orted  a week la te r in 38 U.S. Law Week 
2242 (1969). The fol low ing  p ar ag ra ph s in s up po rt of  the  recommenda-,. 
tio n are  quo ted wi th perm ission of  Ro ger C. Cr am ton, pro fes sor of  
law,  Un iversit y of Michiga n, from his  Ja nuar y  1970 art icl e in the 
Michigan  Law Review en tit led  “N on sta tu tory  Review of  Fe de ra l 
Ad minist ra tiv e Ac tio n : T he  Need fo r St at ut or y Reform of  S overe ign  
Im mun ity , Subje ct M at te r Ju risd ic tio n,  and  Pa rt ie s Defen da nt ,”

* which appears  in 68 M ich iga n Law Review 389—170:
Today, even more th an  in the  1950’s, it is tru e th at  “the  Supreme Cour t in 

modern  times has  * * * tended  actual ly to enla rge the  scope of sovereign im
munity , out of misapprehens ion of its historic al foundatio ns. * * *” The Court

•  now seems to regard  it as settled that  the general contours of the  doct rine were 
estab lishe d in Lar son  v. Domestic and Fore ign Commerce Corp. (33 7 U.S. 682 
(1 94 9) . Since the re is no discernible pres sure  for  change ema nati ng from the  
Supreme Court, the  imp etus  for reform must come from Congress. The fai lur e 
of the courts to develop a sound jurisprude nce  in thi s are a argu es in fav or of a 
legis lative solution. Moreover, imp orta nt quest ions of policy, app rop ria te for  
legis lative judgm ent, ar e involved and a legislative appro ach to the  problem 
is desirable.

The need for  sta tu tory  refor m of sovereign immu nity res ts fundam entally  
on the  belief th at  the  doc trin e hinders a rati ona l dete rmin ation of basic  issue s 
of the avai labi lity , the  timing, or the form of jud icia l review of adminis tra tive 
action. Sovereign imm unit y as a ba rri er to judicia l review of adm inistrative 
actio n should be elim inate d, but with out  other wise  affecting the ava ilab ility  or 
timin g of judicia l review. This  beneficial step  can be taken with out expa ndin g 
the liab ility  of the  Uni ted States for money dama ges and  with out displacin g
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congressional judgments, embodied in various statut es, that  a particular remedy 
should be the exclusive remedy in a given situation.

It is time for Congress to reassert the fundamental proposition stated by 
Justice  Miller in 1822: “Courts of justice are  established, not only to decide 
rights in controversy between them and the Government. * * *” (United  States  
v. Lee, 106 U.S. 196, 220 (1 88 2) ).

The law of sovereign immunity, as elaborated  in a number of fairly  recent 
cases, is illogical, confusing, and erratic.  Law that  is confused, artificial, and 
erra tic is likely to produce unjust results as well as  wasted effort. The doctrine 
of sovereign immunity fulfills these unpleasa nt expectations by distracting atte n
tion from the real issues of whether judicia l review or specific relief should be 
available in a parti cula r situation and by directing attentio n to the sophistries, 
false pretenses, and u nreality  of present law.

If problems related to sovereign immunity arose infrequently, it would be 
possible to regard the defects and wastefulness of the doctrine with a degree 
of equanimity. The litigating practice of the Department of Justice, however, 
ensures tha t sovereign immunity arguments are presented in hundreds of cases 
each year. The Department asserts  sovereign immunity, usually as one of a bat
tery of grounds for dismissal of a plaintiff's complaint, in a substantial portion 
of the cases involving nonstatutory review of Federal administrative  action. Only 
if tradi tion or holdings make it  absolutely clear tha t the suit against the officer 
is an appropriate form of judicial review, as in the case of Post Office frau d 
orders, is the defense not asserted. This practice was recently criticized by Judge 
Friendly, who said: “[L ]aw  officers of the Government ought not to take up 
the time of busy judges or of opposing part ies by advancing an argument so 
plainly foreclosed by Supreme Court decisions.’’ Despite this statement, however, 
the confusion in the case law provides justificat ion for the use of a sovereign 
immunity a rgument  by government lawyers, who are as eager to win th eir cases 
as are the other lawyers. Busy dis trict judges, less fam iliar than Judge Friendly 
with the intricacies  of nonstatutory review, are often led to deny a hearing on 
the merits to some litigants  who should receive one. Indeed, the Mandamus and 
Venue Act of 1962, by allowing n onstatutory-review actions to be brought in the 
plaintiff’s home district  rathe r than solely in the Distric t of Columbia, has had 
the effect of exposing all Federal judges to a highly i ntrica te specialty of Federal 
law that had prevously been mastered by only a few.

The doctrine of sovereign immunity has been par t of Anglo-American law for 
centuries. Legislative provision of remedies agains t the United States has taken  
place against a background in which sovereign immunity was an important 
feature. The major problem in draft ing a reform statu te is to achieve the 
objective of faci litating nonstatutory judicial  review of Federal administrativ e 
action without affecting the existing pat tern of statu tory  remedies, without 
exposing the United States to new liability for money damages, and without 
upsetting congressional judgments tha t a part icul ar remedy in a given situation  
should be the exclusive remedy.

These objectives may be accomplished by adding the above language to section 
702 of title 5 of the United States Code.

An explanatory note provided by the Committee on Judic ial Review 
of the A dminis trative Conference of the United Sta tes is also included. 

Explanatory note

A. Amendment to 5 U.S.C. § 702

1. Applicability of recommendation. The first clause of the proposed recom
mendation limits the application of the doctrine of sovereign immunity. Claims 
challenging official action or nonaction, and seeking relief other than money 
damages, should not be barred by sovereign immunity. The explicit exclusion of 
monetary relief makes clear tha t sovereign immunity is abolished only in actions 
for specific relief—injunction, declaratory judgment, mandatory relief, quiet 
title, and ejectment. Thus limitations on the recovery of money damages con
tained in the Federal Tort Claims Act, the Tucker Act, or similar statu tes are 
unaffected. The consent to suit  is also limited to claims in Federal courts; hence 
the United State s would remain immune from suit in State courts. The waiver 
of immunity extends only to actions challenging the legality of Federal action 
(or  nonaction ) ; it would not extend to proceedings in which Federal officers 
or agencies are  not acting in their  “official capacity or under color of legal
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a u th o ri ty .” T hi s la ngua ge is  ta ken  fr om  28  U.S.C. § 1 3 9 1 (e ),  w hi ch  wou ld  go ve rn  

ve nu e an d se rv ic e- of -p ro ce ss  in ac tion s fa ll in g  w ithi n  th e pu rv ie w  of  th e 

reco m men da tio n.
A lth ou gh  th e re co m m en da tion  does no t us e th e  te rm  “s pecif ic re lief ,” th e p ri n 

ci pa l ef fe ct of  th e am en dm en t wi ll be to  cu t off th e de fe ns e of  s ov er eig n im m un ity 

in  su it s fo r spe cif ic re lief . P erh ap s 90  per ce nt  of  th e  ca se s af fe ct ed  w ill  be su it s 

fo r in ju nc ti on or d ecla ra to ry  ju dg m en t or fo r bo th,  an d per hap s m os t of  th e  re st  

w ill  be su it s fo r re li ef  in th e  n a tu re  of  m an da m us . O th er fo rm s of  spe cif ic re li ef — 

fo r ex am pl e,  qu ie t ti tl e , ej ec tm en t, hab ea s co rp us —a re  incl ud ed . Re co ve ry  of  

mo ne y da mag es , ho wev er , is  e xc lu de d fr om  th e  r ec om m en da tio n.

B ec au se  th e  am en dm en t is  to be ad de d to  5 U.S.C. § 7 02  (a  pr ov is io n of  th e 

A dm in is tr at iv e P ro ce dure  Ac t en ti tl ed  “ri g h t of  re vi ew ” ) it  will  be ap pl ic ab le  

on ly  to  fu nc tion s fa ll in g  w ith in  th e de fin iti on  of  “a ge nc y” in 5  U.S.C. § 701 . 

Se cti on  7 0 1 (b ) ( 1 )  de fin es  “a ge nc y” ve ry  br oa dl y a s “e ac h au th o ri ty  of  th e  Go v

ern m en t of  th e  U ni te d S ta te s,  w het her  or  no t it is w ithin  or su bj ec t to re vi ew  

by anoth er  ag en cy ” ex ce pt  or a li st  of ex em pt  ag en ci es  or  fu n c ti o n s: Co ng ress , 

F ed era l co ur ts , go ver nm en ts  of  te rr it o ri e s or of  th e D is tr ic t of  Co lum bia , m ed ia 

tio n bo ar ds , co u rt s- m art ia l,  and  ce rt a in  o th er  m il it ar y , w ar tim e,  an d em er ge nc y 

fu nc tio ns . T he pr op os ed  am en dm en t w ill  al so  not ap ply  “to  th e exte nt th a t * * * 

s ta tu te s  pr ec lu de  ju d ic ia l re vi ew  * * * or * * * ag en cy  ac tion  is  co m m it te d 

to ag en cy  di sc re tion  by la w .” 5 U.S.C . § 7 0 1 (a ) .  The  ca se  la w  co nc er ni ng  th e  tw o 

ca te go ries  of  re vi ew  pr ec lu de d by s ta tu te  an d ac tion  “c om m it te d” to  ag en cy  

di sc re tion  is th u s unto uch ed  by t he pr op os ed  am en dm en t.
2. B in di ng  eff ect of  ju dgm en t.  Th e re co m m en da tio n do es no t in  ex pre ss  te rm s 

de al  w ith  th e co nc lu si ve ne ss  of  a ju dg m en t in a su it  ag ain st  an  offic er or  ag en cy . 

U nd er  ex is ti ng  law . ho w ev er , wh en  th e A tto rn ey  G en er al  or  o th er au th o ri zed  

le ga l officer of  th e U ni te d S ta te s de fe nd s an  officer or ag en cy  ac ti ng in hi s offi cial  

ca pa ci ty  or  unde r co lo r of leg al au th o ri ty , th e  U ni te d S ta te s is bo un d by th e  

re su lt in g  ju dgm en t or de cr ee  un le ss  un de r th e  ci rc um st an ce s it  wo uld be u n fa ir  

to  bi nd  th e  U ni te d S ta te s.  Th e co u rt s m ay  he  re lied  up on  to  han dle  th is  m a tt e r 

se ns ibly .
3. Lat e ot her  th a n  so ve re ig n im m unit y  un ch an ge d.  G ov er nm en t de fe ns es  o th er 

th a n  so ve re ig n im m uni ty  re m ai n un af fe ct ed  by th e pr op os ed  am en dm en t. In de ed , 

al l la w  o th er th an  th e  la w  of  so ve re ign im m un ity is  un ch an ge d.  A ve ry  la rg e  

pr op or tio n of  al l ca se s th a t ha ve  bee n dis po se d of  on  th e gr ou nd  of  so ve re ig n 

im m un ity , p erh ap s a s m an y a s ni ne -t en th s,  m ig ht  hav e been wo n by th e G ov er n

m en t on some  gr ou nd  o th e r th an  so ve re ig n im m un ity,  in cl ud in g th e  m er its.  

B ec au se  no th in g is  ch an ge d ex ce pt  th e  la w  of  so ve re ig n im m un ity , an d be ca us e 

a ll  o th er co nst it u ti onal  la w , st a tu to ry  la w , an d com mo n la w  re m ai ns  un ch an ge d,  

th e  G ov er nm en t m ay  st il l wi n ca se s on su ch  gr ou nd s as  unr ev ie w ab il ity,  s ta n d 

ing , rip en es s, ex hau st io n , p ri m ary  ju ri sd ic ti on , or an y o th er le ga l o r eq uit ab le  

pr in ci pl e.  Ye t to  th e e x te n t th a t th e  p ro po se d am en dm en t w ill  re mov e th e  d ef en se  

of  so ve re ig n im m un ity,  a la rg er pro po rt io n of  th e ca se s br ou ght w ill  be  de ci de d 

on th e ir  m er its.
T he  lack  of  ef fe ct on la w  oth er th an  so ve re ign im m un ity is not le ft  to  im pli ca 

tio n : cl au se  ( 1 )  of  th e  pr ov iso m ak es  c le ar th a t o th er li m it at io ns on ju d ic ia l

*  re vi ew  a re  un af fe ct ed  and  th a t al l o th er leg al an d eq uit ab le  gr ou nds fo r dis m is sa l 

of  ac tion s fo r spe cif ic re li e f a re  pr es er ve d.  The se  gr ou nd s incl ud e,  but a re  not 

lim ited  to, th e fo llow in g:  ( 1 )  ex tr a o rd in a ry  re li ef  sh ou ld  no t be gra n te d  be ca us e 

of  th e h ard sh ip  to  th e  d efe ndan t or  to  th e pu bl ic  ( “b al an ci ng  th e eq u it ie s” ),  or 

be ca us e th e  p la in ti ff  h a s  an  ad eq uat e re m ed y a t la w ; ( 2 )  ac tio n co m m itt ed  to

•  ag en cy  di sc re tion ; ( 3 )  ex pr es s or im pl ie d pr ec lu sion  of  ju d ic ia l re vi ew ; ( 4 )  

st an din g; (5 )  ripe ne ss ; ( 6 )  fa il u re  to  ex h au st  ad m in is tr a ti v e  re m ed ie s; an d  ( 7 )  

an  ex cl us iv e a lt e rn a ti v e  re m ed y.  Sp ec ial  doc tr in es  fa vori ng  th e U ni te d S ta te s as  

a li ti gan t,  su ch  a s  th e  in ap pli ca bil it y of  st a tu te s  of li m it a ti o n s to  cl ai m s ass ert ed  

by th e  U ni te d S ta te s,  a re  un af fe ct ed . S ta tu to ry  or ru le  pr ov is io ns  de ny in g a u th o r

it y  fo r in ju nc ti ve re li e f (f o r  ex am pl e,  26  U.S.C. § 7421  an d 28  U.S.C. § 220 1, p ro 

hi bi ti ng  in ju n cti v e  an d  dec la ra to ry  re li ef ag ain st  co lle cti on  of  F ed er al  ta x e s ) 

or o th er m att ers  (f o r  ex am pl e,  ru le  1 3 (d ) ,  de al in g w ith  co un te rc la im s a g a in s t 

th e  U ni te d S ta te s ) re m ain  un ch an ge d.
4. W he re  Co ng ress  h a s pr ov id ed  a n  e xc lu si ve  re m ed y.  C la us e ( 2 )  of  t h e  p ro vi so  

is  co nc er ne d w ith si tu a ti o n s in  whi ch  Con gr es s h as  co ns en te d to  su it  a n d  th e  

re m ed y pr ov id ed  is in te nded  to  be th e ex cl us iv e re m ed y.  T he  T uc ke r Act an d  

th e C ou rt  of  Cla im s A ct  pr ov id e ap t il lu st ra ti o n s.  Co ng res s, by cre at in g  a  dam ag e 

re de m y fo r co n tr ac t cl ai m s,  w ith  ju ri sd ic ti o n  lim ited  to  th e C ou rt  of  C la im s 

ex ce pt  in su it s fo r less  th an  $1 0,0 00 , in te nd ed  to  fo re cl os e spe cifi c p er fo rm an ce  

of  G ov er nm en t co ntr ac ts . In  th e te rm s of th e  pr ov iso,  a  s ta tu te  g ra n ti n g  co n-
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se nt to  su it , fo r ex am ple, th e  T uck er  Ac t, “im pl iedly fo rb id s” re li e f o th er th an  
th e remed y pr ov id ed  by th e ac t. T hus th e p art ia l ab ol it io n of  s ov ereig n im m un ity  
br ou gh t ab ou t by th e pr op os al  does no t ch an ge  ex is ting  li m itat io ns on spec ific  
re lie f, if  an y,  de rive d from  st a tu te s dea ling w ith  such  m att ers  as  Gov ernm en t 
co nt ra ct s,  In d ia n  claims, pate n t in fr in ge m en t,  ta x  cla im s, an d to r t claims. S ta t
ut es  pr ov id in g an  ex clus ive metho d of  ju d ic ia l revi ew  of  p art ic u la r adm in is tr a
tive  ac tion  al so  re m ai n un aff ec ted . T he in te n t of  th e prop os al , ho wev er , is  to  
ove rr ul e Malone v. Bowd&in, 369 U.S . 643 (196 2) , which  he ld  th a t sove re ign 
im m un ity barr ed  specific re li ef  fo r an  al le ge d unco nst itutional  ta ki ng .

The  la ngu ag e of  cl au se  (2 ) of  th e  prov iso dir ec ts  a tt en tion  to  p art ic u la r 
s ta tu te s an d th e de cision s in te rp re ting  th em . I f  a st a tu te  “g ra n ts  co ns en t to  su it ” 
w ith re sp ec t to  a part ic u la r su bj ec t m att e r,  spe cif ic re li ef  may  be  ob ta in ed  only 
if  Con gres s has  no t in tend ed  th e pr ov is io n fo r m on et ar y re li ef  to  be  t h e  e xc lusiv e 
rem edy.

Claus e (2 ) of  th e  prov iso do es  no t w it hd ra w  spec ific  re li ef in  any  si tu ati on  in 
which  it  is  now av ai la bl e.  I t merely pr ov id es  th a t new au th ori ty  to  g ra n t specif ic 
re li ef  is no t co nf er re d wh en  Con gres s has dealt  in  p a rt ic u la ri ty  w ith a cl aim  an d 
in te nd ed  a  m onet ar y  rem ed y to  be  th e ex cl us iv e remedy.

2. Am end  section 411 of  tit le  33 of  the Un ite d State s Code by in
cre asing  th e am ount of  the maxim um  fine to $8,000 a nd  of  the min i
mum fine  to  $3,000.

3. En ac t leg islation  prov idi ng  fo r reg ional in tras ta te  and  in ter sta te 
wa ter  qu al ity  manag ement  asso cia tion s supp or ted by reve nues levied 
eit he r by the asso ciat ions  them selv es or  the De pa rtm en t of  Tr ea su ry  
on all  substa nces discharge d into nav iga ble w ate rs o f the U ni ted State s 
which i mpa ir o r de gra de the  quali ty  of  those waters .

S. 3181, int roduced November 25, 1969, by Se na tor  Pr ox mire  and 
nine oth ers , is an example of  such pro posed  leg isla tion, th e ra tio na le  
fo r which was  s tat ed  in Dr.  Al len  V. Kneese’s tes tim ony to  the  Jo in t 
Econom ic C ommit tee  of Congress  on S eptem ber 23,1969.

(S ubcommittee Note.—See also  Dr. Kneese’s tes tim ony before the 
subcom mit tee  con cer ning S. 3181, su pra,  Fr id ay , Feb . 6, 1970.)

4. Give citi zen s sta nd ing to  sue ad min ist ra tiv e agencies or  pr ivate 
pers ons  who are d am aging  or th re at en in g th e environm ent .

The pr im ary effo rts thus  fa r in the are a of  env ironm ental  qu ali ty 
have been essentia lly  lim ited to se tti ng  o ut  specific  sta nd ards  fo r par
tic ul ar  problem s, and the n es tab lishin g some mechanism fo r enforce
ment. W hil e such legisla tion  is  necessa ry, it i s not  sufficient to  cope w ith  
the varied th re at s to  the  e nvironm ent  which we face. The difficulty is 
th at  eve ry problem cannot be fo reseen in advan ce;  some mec hanism f or  
de ali ng  w ith  u na nt ic ipated  o r neg lec ted  problems m ust  be establ ished.  
In  the more trad it io na l areas of  pr op er ty , to rt , and contr act law  we 
hav e long recogn ized  th at  sta tu tes  can not be dr af te d to meet every 
problem , and th us  we rely  on the common law system . I t wou ld seem 
th at  if  citi zen s cou ld go to  the  court s, we could be tte r meet  en vir on 
menta l problems as they aris e, devis ing  a solu tion ap pr op riate to the  
occasion. W ha t we need is t he  deve lopment of  environm ental  common 
law.

An othe r reason  to  open the c ourts t o citi zens is to p rovid e fo r review 
of ad min ist ra tiv e decis ions.  Agencies make decisions every day whi ch 
signif icantly affect ou r environment,  an d even the wises t can make a 
mis take . More im po rta nt ly , regu la tory  agencies oft en  acq uir e the 
perspectiv es an d values  o f the  reg ulated , or  become too sing lem inded.  
Wh en fund am en tal  valu e judgme nts —such as pa rks versus hi gh 
ways—have to be made , the re must be a check to insure  th at  t he  ag ency 
has  conside red  all  alt ern ati ves, and pla ced  the public int ere st above 
pr ivate interests .
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I t is use ful in th is  con nec tion  to  note  wha t the court s have done  
wi th env ironm ental  su its  th us  far . Some  court s have req uir ed th at 
agencies ju st ify  decisions, whi le oth ers  have rem anded the  dis pu te 
to more broadly  represen tat ive bodies. The res ult  in each case is th at  
the  cou rt requires the dec isio nmake rs to give  adequa te weigh t to  t he  
pub lic  inte res t.

Suc h successes are  few an d fa r between, however . Ma ny cases hav e 
been rejected ou t of  ha nd  because citi zen s do not have “s tand in g” to

#  sue ad minist ra tiv e agencies . Pr of . Joseph  Sax  of  the Un iversit y of
Mich iga n Law School has wr itt en  t h a t :

Our fai lur e thus  fa r to  open the  way to the development of a common law 
in thi s are a has been very damaging. In a number of cases, judg es have been 
deeply troub led by com pla ints  put  before them, which raised serious environ
mental  problems ; but  they hav e felt  dutybound to dismiss t he  cases because they 
felt  the  legislatu re had  given them  to mandate  to cope w ith envi ronmental prob
lems. Th is is wrong and should not be countenanced.

We sub mi t th at  leg isl ati on  is necessa ry to eli mi na te the  pro blem 
of  “st an di ng  to sue .”

Th e firs t req uir em ent is a bill which au tho rizes the At tor ney Gen
era l, local govern menta l entiti es,  and  p riv at e c itizens  to b rin g su it when 
they  believe  any public or  p riv ate prog ram is h av ing an  u nne cessar ily 
ha rm fu l effect on th e e nvironm ent. Sev era l features  sho uld  be include d 
in such a bill. As soon as th e pla int iff s hav e establ ished a pr im a fac ie 
case, t he  bu rden o f proo f s hould  shi ft  t o de fend an t to  show t hat  ha rm s 
will no t result.  W hen a deci sion  can affect our life system we m ust act 
wi th utm ost cau tion . I f  a cou rt finds  th at  the  prog ram or  prod uc t 
does unn ecessa rily  th re at en  the qu ali ty  of  environme nt,  it can ei ther  
orde r the con duc t t o  s top , lim it it to min imize or  p ro hibi t its  d es tru c
tive ness, or  rem and the issue t o an ad min ist ra tiv e agency fo r fu rther  
conside ration.

STATEMENT OF ART HUR J. HANSON, PH. D. STUDENT IN  ECOLOGY, 
UNIVER SITY OF MICHIGAN

Mr. H anson. Th ere a re  ce rta in  env iro nm ental  problem areas which 
hav e become symbolic of  m an ’s abuse of  th e biosphere . Some ex amples 
ar e:  Th e smog  o f Los Angeles, st rip mines in Ke ntuc ky , and the de-

* str uc tio n of  redwood sta nd s in Ca lifornia . In  my p ar ticu la r discip line , 
aqua tic  ecology, th e inc red ible changes in the  Gre at  Lakes  ecosystem 
exem pli fy changes wh ich  are th reaten in g the sta bi lit y of  l ife  in lakes 
aro un d ou r Na tion an d in the oceans  whi ch prov ide  essentia l ing red i-

•  en ts o f li fe—oxygen  and  fo od.
All available evid ence po int s to continued serious  changes  in the 

dive rs ity  and abundance of  life  in th e Great Lakes. I t  is ap pa re nt  
th at , as po pu lat ion  ex pand s, the  pro blems  will  be intensified. From  
pa st  exp erience  we kno w t ha t inadeq uat e research and ju st  pl ain  dumb 
decisions have brou gh t abo ut crisis af te r cri sis  in the  manag ement  
of  resources.  Th ere  has been a pr ol ife ra tio n of  agencies resp onsible  
fo r vari ous subsets o f th e o verall manag ement  proble m.

I would like  to  b ring  a tte nt ion to a most serious  s itu at  ion w hich has  
suddenly develop ed in th e wo rld ’s fines t fre sh -w ater  research labo ra 
to ry —th e Bu rea u of  Com mercial  Fi sh er ies’ A nn  Arb or  sta tion. P ro 
gram s of  limn olog ical  res ear ch, fishery surveys, and ecosystem studie s 
have been carrie d o ut  by th is  lab since 1927. I n th e p ast, these p rogram s
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have resulted in the development of techniques for  successfully com
bating the sea lamprey’s devasting effect on the Great Lakes fisheries 
resource, assessing the deterioration of Lake Erie and, most recently, 
providing information on the impact of pesticides on the chain of life 
in the lakes. I t is no overstatement to say that  this laboratory is the 
most important monitor of the biological changes in the Great Lakes.

In late February, the Department of the Inte rior  made known its 
intentions to discontinue the  work of the Great Lakes region of the 
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries. Specifically, the Ann Arbor labora
tory would be transferred to the control of the Bureau of  Sport Fish
eries and Wildlife. From within a smokescreen of rhetoric, the Depart 
ment issues pious, and sometimes conflicting, statements of continu
ing—and indeed even expanding—the role of the Great Lakes fishery 
laboratory. At the same moment the Department of the Inte rior is 
moving to emasculate the programs of the lab with surgical precision.

Plans call for an immediate reduction of $400,000 and a release of 
26 personnel. Sta rtin g July 1, 1970, the second phase takes effect: A 
reduction in operating budget from $1.2 million to $376,000. This 
reduced budget will finance 15 people, including the janitor, but will 
provide virtually no funds for research. In other words, vital moni
toring  of lake parameters  will cease. By July 1, 1971, the BCF  will 
have totally pulled out—both money and manpower.

The Bureau of Sport Fisheries  and Wildli fe will be given the re
sponsibility of assuming present projects, but with no money o r per
sonnel specifically earmarked for these purposes. In short, a bui lding 
shell, filing cabinets, and a miscellany of equipment will be available 
to the new tenant.

There seems to be a tota l lack of long-range planning in the decision 
to tran sfer  responsibilities. Certainly it will take precious years to 
develop the teamwork and expertise necessary to establish effective 
data  collection. But there is a good probabi lity tha t the basic lim
nological and fisheries programs now being conducted by the BCF 
will never be redeveloped. Traditionally, BSFW research philosophy 
has tended to focus on immediate problems—the equivalent of “fire
fighting” ra ther than “fireproofing.”

I am struck by the time scales on which we operate—a few months 
to torpedo an outstand ing research effort, years to rebuild. We cannot 
take the chance of destroying valuable monitoring programs. Now is 
not the time for  budget cutbacks. I f you gentlemen had been on campus 
yesterday you would have heard a panel of dis tinguished scientists talk  
in terms of a few decades before irreversible changes occur in the 
Great Lakes—not just Lake Erie , but the one by one all the others. 
At this sea grant-enact seminar on the future  of the Great Lakes, a 
petition was circulated, demonstrating the concern of students, 
faculty, and citizens of this community on this  issue.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM L. BRYAN, JR. , PH. D. STUDENT IN
ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION, DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE
PLANNING AND CONSERVATION, UNIVERSITY  OF MICHIGAN

ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION

Mr. Bryan. Gentlemen, my  name is Bill Bryan. I am a doctoral 
student in environmental education in the Department of Resource 
Planning  and Conservation at the Univers ity o f Michigan. I  have for
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the last 4 years been an environmetal education concultant in various 
school systems in the Sta te of Michigan. My testimony concerns envi
ronmental education in the United States with suggestion for its 
immediate future.

Education directed toward our environment  historically  has been 
oriented to resources. In the ear ly 1900’s the American Association for 
Nature  Study actively promoted programs aimed at developing an 
understanding, respect, and sensitivity for the natural environment. 
Extensive programs in outdoor education with an emphasis on school 
camping came into th e resource education forefront in the 1920’s. It s 
philosophy has focused upon enriching, utilizing and complementing 
the content area of the curriculum through firsthand experiences in 
the outdoors. Another and perhaps the most extensive program con
cerning the environment has been conservation education. It has been 
aimed at learning the importance of natural  resources and acquiring 
a knowledge to use them wisely.

Today we have extensive programs operat ing under these three 
philosophies in our school systems, nature centers, camp programs, and 
other education areas. A vast multitude of educational programs seem 
to have a li ttle piece o f this “motherhood” pie which resulted in 1966 
in approximately $100 million  spent on free and inexpensive conserva
tion education materials.

Despite such educational thrusts concerning the environment, we 
are in the midst of an unparalleled ecological crisis where the environ
mentally ignorant and apathetic citizen prevails.

As we examine possible alternatives for solution for this crisis, edu
cation must become par t of the solution, not par t of the problem.

To help work toward this  objective, a massive infusion of funds 
alone into present education programs will not be the answer. For  
certainly there first should be a critical examination of existing pro
grams. Their effectiveness and success has to be seriously questioned 
in terms of measurable results. In studies tha t have done just this, 
somewhat less than desirable findings were identified.

It  has been recognized th at environmental education programs are 
rural,  rather than  urban,  oriented; they are resource-centered rather 
than man-centered; they are more evangelical than  ecological; they 
focus on broad general issues with little concentration on the local or 
regional level; and they do not stress effective direct citizen action 
in problem solution. Furthermore, these programs are characterized 
by tunnel vision ra ther th an an integrated approach. This is exempli
fied in the earlier  publication cost statistics where most material is 
repetitious  and smacks of public relat ions on the part  of “charitable” 
institu tions and corporations tha t produce most of it.

Today, programs are needed from the preschool years through adult 
years to produce a cit izenry that is knowledgeable about the biophysi
cal evironment and its associated problems, is aware of how to be effec
tive to solve these problems, and is motivated to work toward their  
solution. Such programs have to be relevant to  the learner, emphasize 
the process of problem solving, insure th at the learner  plays an active 
role in the learning  process and be dedicated to probing of the un
known ra ther  than the known. They must also have a basic ecological 
foundation.

44 -3 15 0 — 71 •18
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Other, and perhaps more fundamental limiting concerns, must be 
raised concerning past and present environmental education programs.
In order to work effectively toward a high-quality environment (which 
economist Kenneth Boulding port rays  as “one with a goal of maxi
mizing the amount of individual freedom and creativity which can 
be attained within the limitation of a socially controlled spaceship 
society’’), there have to be sweeping fundamental changes within our 
social system. Education programs cannot alone institute the imme
diate changes that are needed. Much will have to come from new legis- «
lation, policy changes, the creation of new institutions, and a complete 
redefinition of our present value structure. Furthermore, I seriously 
question whether environmental education programs, if stuffed into 
our existing  educational framework, will have any value at all. I +
seriously question the rationale of injecting a program advocating 
change into  an existing system th at has failed in its role of producing 
a generally useful citizen in terms of his resposibilities and contri
butions to the total system of which he is an inseparable part. School 
systems are where the generation gap is most evident and are where 
there is a great stake in indoctrination of the sta tus quo and in impos
ing values of  the past. The curriculum is characaterized by a  lack of 
student involvement, relevance and opportunit ies for innovation. It  
suffocates creativity and the dynamics of change—all of which must 
be an essential par t of  an effective environmental education program.

I seriously believe that if environmental education programs were 
incorporated by the existing formal education system of today, they 
would be doomed to failure. No matter how rich the stuffing, you 
cannot revive a dead bird !

The proposed Environmental Quali ty Education  Act (H.R. 14753) 
introduced by Representative Brademas in the House and the almost 
identical Senate bill 3151 introduced by Senator Nelson in the Senate 
have been hailed recently by various educators and politicians as much 
needed steps in the direction of h igh quality and more prolific environ
mental education programs in the United States. I do not concur.

Both bills are too broad and pervasive. They do not identify a specific 
strategy or plans for such a strategy that would allow the effective 
implementation of environmental education programs. They do not 
even ident ify a basic conceptual philosophy from which programs ,
should be generated. There is no mention of funding or how such funds 
if available would be allocated. Cer tainly  if  the b ills were to pass with 
only minimum financial support authorized  they would be of little sig
nificance. No mention is also made concerning appropriate  funds avail
able to finance a full-time staff th at is essential to proper ly conduct a 
program along the magnitude which is needed.

I believe tha t either a substantal revision of the existing bills be 
undertaken  or a new bill be submitted if we wish to develop the type  
of environmental programs tha t are needed. Such an act should call 
for a task  force much like the Outdoor Recreational Resources Review 
Commission which can spend full time with appropria te financial 
resources to define the basic underlying concept of environmental edu
cation, identi fy goals and objectives of environmental education pro
grams, and map out a strategy for implementation. Members should 
not only include prestigious  types from relevant areas of expertise, 
but also an equal complement of students.
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I also propose tha t such a bill specifically request the task  force to 
devote its energies to the unknown. Environmental education programs 
where teachers are tau ght tha t creativi ty, problem solving with stu
dents, and the constant probing of the unknown are of paramount 
importance; education programs where environmental education is 
the core philosophy o f th e curriculum ; and education programs char 
acterized by the emerging store front  schools, paraschools and other 
innovative structures that are outside the solidified framework of the 
tradi tional school system. Efforts and programs reflecting this  think
ing must also be developed at  the university and teacher tra inin g level 
as well. Specifically the  concept of the free university should be 
analyzed.

Maybe one might th ink  this is too tall an order. However, immersed 
in a crisis with survival at stake, we must be sure that  wTe focus our 
efforts as innovators of change and not as another rancid ingredien t 
of the known. Hopefully, environmental education bills in the imme
diate future will reflect this  essential type of th inking . Thank you.

Mr. Reuss. The subcommittee will now stand adjourned.
(Whereupon the  subcommittee was adjourned.)





TH E ENV IRONMENTAL DECADE 
(Action Pro posal s for  th e 1970’s)

FR ID A Y , A PR IL  3,  19 70

H ouse of R eprese ntatives ,
C onse rv ati on  and  N atu ra l R es ou rc es  S u b c o m m it tee

of t h e  C o m m it t e e  on  G o v e rn m en t  O per a tio n s ,
Waxkington, D.G.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 2247, Rayburn  House 
Office Building, Hon. Hen ry S. Reuss (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding.

Pre sen t: Representative Henry S. Reuss.
Staff members pre sen t: Phineas Indritz , chief counsel, David B. 

Finnegan, assistant counsel, and J. P. Carlson, minority  counsel.
Mr. R euss . Good morning.
The Conservation Subcommittee of the House Committee on Gov

ernment Operations will be in order for the thi rd of a series of hear- 
igs on “Action Proposals fo r the Environmental Decade of the 1970’s.”

We began our hearings in February , following a call last December 
for the environmental decade in which more than 80 Members of  the 
House of Representatives  joined with all the members of this sub
committee.

Our opening hear ings in Februa ry ran for 5 days, durin g which time 
the representatives of various conservation, architectural, planning, 
and public health groups testified.

Then, on March 13 we held our second hearing in Ann Arbor, Mich., 
at the University of Michigan’s environmental teach-in.

We are delighted to have with us today—at what  I  am sure will 
be a very lively and thought-provoking hearing—some of the newer 
voices who are speaking out on environmetal problems.

It  is a source of grea t encouragement to me tha t just when the 
people of this country are beginning to fully  realize the need for tak ing 
steps to preserve our environment, there is a potpourri of young peo
ple with idealism and energy who wanted to do something about it, 
and it is fine to have representatives of th at group here this morning.

The witnesses who appear here this morning are Mr. James W. 
Spensley of  Washington, who is president of EN VIR ON ME NT ! in 
Washington, D.C.; Mr. Harold E. Barcey of Gainesville, Fla., of The 
Balance Fund Foundation ; Mr. R. Doyle Grabarck of College Park, 
Md., of the North American Habita t Prese rvation Society; Mr. David 
B. Kenyon of Washington  of the Committee for Ecological Responsi
bili ty; Mr. Doug Scott of Ann Arbor, Mich., who was coordinator  
of the  University  of Michigan Environmental Teach-In,  but who was 
so busy coordinating he didn’t  have a chance to test ify at the  subcom- 
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mittee’s Ann Arbor h earin g; Ben Shaine of Ann Arbor, Mich., repre
senting the League of Conservation Voters of Friends of the Earth ,
Inc.

I believe we have statements from every one of you men, and under 
the rule and without objection they will be incorporated in the record.

I am now going to ask each one of you to present his material , either 
by reading his statement or by going beyond it.

I would like to have you shoot at taking not more than 7 or 10 
minutes, but  we don’t actual ly have a stopwatch out this morning, and 
afte r the presentations we will have some questions to ask.

I should say that we set this  date, Friday, April  3, for a hearing, 
knowing tha t many of you would have to be in Washington anyway 
that  weekend and wo wanted to accommodate your travel schedule. 
We didn't know at the time tha t—the hearing was set some weeks 
ago—that the Congress would be in recess at the moment, and, there
fore, I convey to you the greetings and apologies of my fellow mem
bers of the  subcommittee for not being here. They are all back in thei r 
home distric ts, and while they  regret very much not being here, they 
did find themselves involved in other commitments. However, we are 
fortunate to have here the top staff people on both the major ity and 
minority side, Mr. Ind ritz , subcommittee staff counsel, and Mr. C arl
son, overall minority counsel for the full Committee on Government 
Operations, who will join in asking such questions as occur to us.

Mr. Spensley, would you star t out ?
Mr. Spensley. Mr. Chairman, first of all, I think we submitted 

testimony from Mr. Phi llip  M. Sims of Santa  Clara, Calif. I would 
like to include that  in if it is possible. He was an alternate.

Mr. Reuss. Without objection tha t will be included.
(Mr. Sims’ prepared statement follows:)

Prepared Stateme nt  of P h il l ip  M. Sim s , Schoo l of Law , Unive rsity  of Sant a
Clara , Sant a Clara, Calif .—“Mak ing P ublic Agencies  More R esponsive  
to E nviro nm ental P rograms : F our R ecom mend ation s”

I. Provide legal aid and fac ilit ies  to indiv idua ls who have a complaint against 
an adminis trat ive  agency or official who is charged wi th protecting  env ironmental 
assets.

In recen t years the re has been a growing awareness of the individual’s need 
for legal counsel even though he is financially  unable to afford such counsel. 
There has  been crea ted the federa lly funded Committee  for Ru ral  Legal Assist
ance ; the  development of the  public  defender program at  the  county lev el ; and 
the numerous neighborhood legal service programs. These fac iliti es have not been 
limited to criminal matter s. The new services  have been extended to provide 
civil legal protect ion as well.

The  concept of providing legal services should be expanded to allow indi 
viduals who have a leg itim ate  complaint  aga ins t the nonfeasance of m isfeasance 
of those charged with  solving environmental problems. If  a ll of the people have 
an effective means  of “prodding” agencies and public officials to do the ir duty, 
the sens itiv ity o f the  responsible people might improve rapidly.

With legal aid more readily  avai lable to special interest groups, the  small group 
or band  of individuals has a limited opportunity  to challenge the agencies in 
court. The special intere st group who has boun tiful  legal counsel may challenge 
at  any time. The ad hoc group  is no t so privileged.

The  Sierra Club, the  Enviro nmenta l Defense Fund Inc., and  others  are  trying  
to use the  courts to protect the environment, but they are  q uite  lim ited when put  
aga ins t oil companies, autom obile  manufacturers, municipal ities, adm inis trat ive  
agencies, and unresponsive  pub lic officials.
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II . There  should  be a periodic  public review  of agencies  and adm ini strative  
prog rams that  ar c design ed to pr otec t the e nviro nmen t.

The function and purp ose of an ad mi nis tra tiv e agency is to carry  out  the  
numerous  day-to-d ay ope rati ons  of a legislati ve prog ram enact ed by Congress 
or by ano the r legis lativ e body. Congress has  the ult im ate  respo nsibi lity but  the 
agency does the act s which have  the  imm ediat e effect on the  people and  the 
enviro nment . Too often,  however, the agenci es and  boards become indi fferent 
to their  proposed purp ose—serving the people—and become a prot ecto r of the  
group o r or ganizatio n the agenc y ha s been designed  t o re gula te.

The purpose  of a peri odic  review, not limite d to bud geta ry sessions, would 
be twofold.

• Fi rst , the agency would be put  on notice th at  its  acti ons  would be und er
scrutin y at  all times. As the situ atio n now exis ts, an agency has  free  reign  as to 
policy decisions. These policy  decisions may not  be the congres sional ma nda te 
th at  was given to pro tect  the  enviro nment . Wit h a perio dic review an agency 
would be ale rted  to the poss ibilit y the ir regu lati ons would be reviewed.

» Second, the public would  know when the  reviews are schedule d. The period ic
review would allow ind ivid ual s who feel they have a just ified grieva nce time  
to pre pare a case for  or ag ain st a pa rti cu lar  agency. The re would be no costly 
“exhaust ion of ad mi nis tra tiv e remed ies” or “judi cia l revie w,” and  the Congress 
could readily dete rmin e if the  legisl ative prog ram is being car rie d out. Most 
imp orta nt, however, the agenc ies would become more sensi tive to the  needs and 
wa nts  of the people and th ei r elected represe ntati ves.

II I.  Membership of public  agencies  and advisory boards shou ld include people 
from all groups. The reg ula ted  group shoul d not  dom inate  the membership.

An agency is cre ate d to contr ol, regu late , superv ise, or pro tect  someone or 
something. In the case of the  Fed era l action , Congress  has deter mine d the re 
is a need for  action  or prot ectio n. The adm inistrative agency is the means  used 
to ac t o r pro tect.

Yet, on the local, Sta te, and Fed eral  levels, the  very group s th at  are to be 
regu late d are  in command of the  agency. Ei the r serving as commiss ioners dir ect 
ly o r in adviso ry roles.

At the  local level of city and count y plann ing, land  develop ers and lando wner s 
si t on the  plann ing commiss ions and boa rds and reg ulat e the  zoning and  land- 
use pa tte rns of the are a und er their  sup erv isio n; at  the Sta te level, oil, chemi
cal, auto  ma nufac tur ers  and  others sit in advi sory roles to region al ai r pollu 
tion control di st ri ct s; on the  Fed eral  level, people direc tly connected with  radio  
and  television int ere sts  sit  on and control  the  Fed eral  Commu nicatio ns Com
mission.

The argu men t th at  allow s such conflict of int ere st is based on the  prem ise 
th at  these  groups are  the  only ones who have sufficient “exp erti se” to deal with  
the problems involved.

The commissions, board s, or adm inistra tive agency adv isor s need make only 
broad  gene ral decisions. A comp etent  staff will be able to inform the  officials of  
the problems involved. The  staf f needs the expe rtise , not the  person s making 
the policy decisions or regu latio ns.

• A rule  should be enacted  th at  would disall ow an adm ini strative agency or
public boar ds to have more th an  fifty perc ent (5 0% ) of its  membe rship to be 
composed of i>ersons from th e ind ust ry or grou p th at  is to be regulated .

IV. There should be dire ct electio ns of adm ini strative officials tha t deal with 
the envir onme nt in limite d g eographic regions.

9  The pas t decades have been a treme ndou s pro life rat ion  of public agencies and
adm inistrative bodies. These  boa rds and  agenci es have  become ma jor politica l 
force s with in themselves.  They  control and regu late  man y of the more imp ortant  
functions; yet they are  not dir ect ly responsib le to the people. They are divorced  
by the  “buffer” th at  exists betwee n them and the  people—namely, the legis la
tive  body th at  crea ted the  agency.  As such they  are allowed  to act “independ 
entl y” which at  times tend to be in dire ct con fron tati on wit h the wishes  or 
best int ere st of th e ci tizenr y.

One of the  most imp ort ant  and  significa nt ways  the people have  of contro lling 
legis lativ e programs is thro ugh  the  bal lot box. In the pre sen t clim ate people 
are  arou sed and inte rest ed in the  protec tion of the ir air , wa ter,  and all othe r 
na tu ra l resource s. However, the protec tion is often  releg ated  to some official 
who feels no obligatio n or “pol itic al pre ssu re” to respon d to the  dema nds of the 
people.
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In many cases, a t the local and State  levels, the commissions and boards are 
directed by elected representa tives—but elected to other positions. The position 
to which they are elected may not be related to the position they occupy on an 
environmental commission or board.

Direct election of regional boards and public administrators would allow 
the people to have some more direct control over the decisions the boards make. 
Members of the House, Members of the Senate, and the President of the United 
States are sensitive to the demands of the people. Administrators and public 
agencies should be made just as sensitive.

One method of using the poieer of the courts to make a public agency more 
responsive to environmental problems.

In 1955, the California Legislature created the San Francisco Bay Area Air 
Pollution Control District. The dist rict  was charged with the duty to control 
and regulate air  emissions from stati onary sources within the 6-county region. 
Until recently the board acted almost as a phantom organization. There was 
very little  regulation or control being done. Variances were given quite freely 
without any criter ia ever being made public. The names of violators were kept 
a secret. The justification being that such information would be a breach of 
confidence as the name and a description of the material  put into the air  was 
required to be made when the violato r was made known. The breach of con
fidence argument goes to the fact that the information of types and quantity 
of pollutan ts put into the air was given freely by the industries involved. Al
though the State law required such information to be given and the California 
Public Records Act of 1969 made such information a public record.

Three law students from the University of Santa Clara Law School, Phillip 
M. Sims, Wiliam Bassett, and Derek J . Simmons, instituted a suit for a writ of 
mandamus against the board for the ir failure to do thei r job as required by 
law; to make the names of polluters and types of pollutants involved public. 
The board has been in a very fami liar role with regards to other boards that  
are supposed to regulate o r control environmental insults. The board has become 
a protector of the industries it was charged to regulate.

It  is only now beginning to realize tha t its first and primary duty is to protect 
the people from the pollut ion; not the polluters from the people.

The significant factor  in this case is tha t the law was used to  protect the in
teres t of  the people; not as a shield to protect violators.

The law is available but more money is needed for such pro jec ts; and more 
people must be encouraged to ente r litigation to protect the natura l resources 
tha t are so limited.

STATEMENT OP JAMES W. SPENSLEY, PRESIDENT, ENVIRONMENT!, 
WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. Spensley. I  want to th an k the subcomm ittee , fir st of  all,  for 
giving  us the  op po rtu ni ty , pa rt ic ul ar ly  you. Con gressm an Reuss, to 
ta lk  today. I  th ink you int roduced the people, so I  will  b egin .

I  th in k the env ironm ental pro ble ms  of our society have pro bab ly 
been be tte r expressed and  more adequately support ed  by more of  t he  
qual ified pa rti cipa nt s in th is  he ar in g th an  I. I  th in k my tes timony  
today will  focu s upon one pr im ar y con sidera tion . Th at  con sidera tion 
is the per spe ctive in which most  citi zen s and Mem bers  of  Congres s 
con sider th e environmenta l problem.

I t  is pe rhap s tr it e  to sug ges t th at the environme nta l problems of 
th is  society will  no t be solved  by mon ey alone.  Ra ther , th e envir on 
menta l pro blems  of our society are a complex  com bin atio n of  social,  
politi ca l, economic, a nd  po pu lat ion cons iderations . F or any  commission 
or  com mit tee to  inv est iga te the solutions to  such  pro blems wi tho ut 
viewing these fac tor s in persp ective wou ld be like cu tti ng  ou t the  
cancero us g rowt h w ith ou t trea ting the  mal igna nt  infec tion . T he  m alig
na nt  in fec tio n is, I  be lieve,  o ur set of  value s th at reflect ne gli ge nt  dis 
rega rd  fo r the env ironm ent  in which  we live.  Th is coun try , and  
indeed  t hi s Con gress, will  never con sider the  alt erna tiv es  to a “bett er
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life’’ until  we understand tha t the “better life” is not uncontrollable 
economic gain, political prestige, more plastic cups, faster automo
biles, and SST’s, but rather population control, recycleable materials 
and products, and man living in harmony with his fellow man and 
nature.

My suggestions for Government action would revolve around the 
alternatives of facili tating g reater information access to private  indi
viduals and organizations, increased awareness and partic ipation by 
the Congress in environmental affa irs, and grea ter la titude in allowing 
citizen participation  in cleaning up our environment. I would suggest 
that  this  subcommittee consider the following recommendations in this 
emphasis:

1. The Congress should consider the feasibili ty of developing, 
through special task forces in HEW, Interior,  and o ther Government 
agencies, a consumer repo rt l istin g preferable products for the Pres i
dent’s Environm ental Quality Council to be published for use by the 
consuming public.

2. The Congress should authorize educational and research grants 
to be administered by the Office of Education in HEW , to encourage 
priva te research and education concerned with environmental  prob
lems.

3. The Congress should consider the creation of a new division in 
the Justice Depar tment, similar to the Civil Rights  Division, to pursue 
environmental litigation or explore the possibility of added jurisd ic
tion to the Land and Natu ral Resources Division.

4. The Congress should authorize citizen class suits through the 
courts for damages caused by industrial, government, and private  
corporat ions’ negligent actions.

5. The Congress should create a Joint Committee on the Environ
ment to facilitate lateral concern and perspective solutions.

6. The Subcommittee on Conservation and Natural Resources—this 
subcommittee—should initiate investigations into the social and eco
nomic costs of proposing environmental legislation in limit ing popu
lation, consumer power requirements, and overall consumer consump
tion.

I would also like to submit for inclusion in the record a copy of 
“Progress Means P ollution: An Idea  Whose Time Has Come—And 
Gone,” written by Fra nk M. Pott er, Jr. , executive director of the 
Environmenta l Clearinghouse in Washington.

I think Mr. Pot ter’s artic le represents in my mind perhaps a better 
evaluation of the problems we face in looking for solutions of this 
environmental neglect, and there I would like to end my testimony 
which is perhaps short and concise and would rath er leave i t that way 
and answer questions on those proposals.

Mr. Reuss. Do you have a copy o f Mr. Pot ter' s thesis?
Mr. Spenseley. I will make that  available to you.
Mr. Reuss. Without objection it will be made a part, of the record.
(Note.—Air. Potter's article, which was prepared for a confer

ence a t the Center for the Study of Democratic In stitu tions in Santa 
Barbara. Calif., April 19-24, 1970, is reprin ted as appendix 4 of 
this hearing record.)

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Spensley. Air. Barcey?
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STATEMENT OF HAROLD E. BARCEY, GAINESVILLE, FLA., 
REPR ESENTING THE BALANCE FUND FOUNDATION

Mr. Barcey. I  am cer tain tha t the distinguished gentlemen of th is 
subcommittee recognize the magnitude and ramifications of our en
vironmental  crisis. With our time limitation,  then, I would like to 
concentrate on two thoughts.

The first is that we must not ourselves, or let the public, become so 
overwhelmed with the  environmental dilemma, that through inability 
to assimilate the problem, we fail to act. We may work through current 
legislation such as increasing the terr itory under the wilderness sys
tem. We may modify current programs—for example, eliminating 
the oil depletion allowance or tota lly restructur ing our welfare pro
grams to emphasize the dignity of the individual. If  now it is po lit
ically difficult to deemphasize the quanti ty of life, let our programs 
stress its quality. The welfare programs should not include a guar
anteed annual income, for this would undercut an individual’s self- 
respect. But it is necessary tha t welfare programs include an organ 
enabling the recipient to work his way off of the welfare rolls above 
the poverty line.

Again, these people must receive a considerably larger amount of 
money than they do. But a man should also be required to have his 
children in school and par ticip ating in work-training and basic edu
cation p rogram s himself. The welfare program should have a certain 
time limit on the period it may be enjoyed, a period long enough to 
enable a man to qualify himself for a job in the  business world.

Revamping old programs will not replace the need for new ones. 
There is little doubt tha t Senator Packwood’s bill falls short of our 
country’s requirements, yet it is considered controversial. I believe 
tha t this subcommittee then must suggest pragmatic, generalized 
recommendations, acceptable to all today, and providing the basis 
for concrete action in the future . Specifically, the  President should 
establish a Cabinet-level post of Population and Environmenta l Con
trol—something simple to initia te, palatable, and the basis for han
dling the conservation problems as they grow in the next years. Sen
ator Nelson’s proposed amendment to the Constitution guaranteeing 
every citizen the righ t to a decent environment would immediately 
provide the opportunity  for challenges through litigation. Yet the 
enactment of this amendment would again be relatively  noncontro- 
versial. Lastly, a federally sponsored, State-administered, inventory of 
our natu ral resources should be taken  and kept up to  date, such that, 
when the mandate for change comes, we will have the information 
ready to in itiate it.

The second point I would like to stress is t ha t the environmental 
dilemma will displace some workers, but will in the long run provide  
at least twice as many jobs of a higher quality. For to eliminate pol
lution, which is a measure of exploita tion and our disbalance with 
nature, will require researchers and  technicians in a field never before 
tapped by the labor market. Since everything  produced must be re 
cycled, it follows tha t roughly the  same number of men will be needed 
for recycling as for production.

Since at  which point we balance man and nature is dependent upon 
our population, zero population growth must become our Nation’s
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official goal. But the number of doctors alone needed to work in the 
family planning clinics our country requires cannot be provided by 
today's colleges. Thus, the clue to America's legislative needs lies in 
producing programs to develop the other hal f of our economy—the 
half  returning  resources to the planet.

I sincerely believe t ha t a revolution, structural changes, in society 
are imminent. For  we enjoy a false population  size, a  false standard 
of living, and a rate of progress. A false population size will be re
duced by millions of deaths. The false standard  of living is a tem
porary s tanda rd of living th at  will drop modern man in to tlie greates t 
depression he has ever known. The false rate  of progress will produce 
unprecedented physical discomfort, and mental frus trat ion for the 
mass of our species. Physical pressure on frus trate d individuals  will 
produce people anxious for change—revolutionaries. We must estab
lish a new legitimacy for public policy—not majority support of the 
people, but congruency with the laws of the universe. Fo r modern 
man has never been in  balance with nature, and every ma jor problem 
he has is a direct result of th is disbalance. Americans took the  leader
ship of mankind’s revolution for freedom on this  planet. But man 
cannot be trul y free until he is in balance with his environment. I 
consider the revolution not a thre at but a hope. I  point out to this 
subcommittee tha t old political ideologies which held no ground be
cause of our country's economic stabil ity will soon have another 
chance to win popular politica l control. As rational men, we are 
forced to a test of sincerity, to rebuild and modernize the house of 
government before it falls. To be an enemy of the inevitable is a 
guaran tee of defeat.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you very much, Mr. Barcey.
Mr. Grabarck?

STATEMENT OF R. DOYLE GRABARCK OF COLLEGE PARK, MD., REP
RESEN TING THE NORTH AMERICAN HABITAT PRESERVATION
SOCIETY

Mr. Grabarck. I was going to follow my text, but I would like to 
deviate a little bit from it  except in certain spots.

Fir st of all, I would like to  thank you for  hav ing invited us to par
ticipate here today, but I would like to add that I am depressed by the 
fact th at it was scheduled at a time when all the representatives of the  
subcommittee are not present. I t perturbs me to find tha t my advice is 
not worth the hearing of my representatives in Congress.

Mr. Reuss. What was that again ?
Mr. Grabarck. I am depressed that  my advice is not considered 

worth while enough to have your full subcommittee to hear it, and I 
also believe-----

Mr. Reuss. Didn't you hear my statement?
Mr. Grabarck. Yes; they  are home campaigning—Congress is 

recessed.
Mr. Reuss. Didn't you hea r me say tha t thi s hearing was scheduled 

to meet what we thought was the convenience of th e witnesses because 
we had been told they would be in Washington this  weekend anyway. 
It was not until afte r the hearing had been scheduled th at a recess— 
which as I say had not been envisaged—was declared. I, therefore,



278

don't thin k tha t my colleagues who are not here should be censured. 
They would very much liked to have been here.

Mr. Grabarck. I would have inconvenienced myself on the part of 
environment; I have done so for several years.

Mr. Reuss. Anyway, you have got me, so go ahead.
Mr. Grabarck. Fir st of all, I think we are making a serious mis

take. This environmental issue has been tak ing place for several hun
dred years. I t has only been recently t ha t Congress has jumped on the 
bandwagon and I don't know whether it is good or bad, because I feel 
what is going to come out of  it is a lot of disastrous effects rather than  
salutary ones.

We are radically passing laws to placate the public. They will hu rt a 
lot of people—namely, the  litt le businessman who will not be able to 
conform to these regulations.

But. first of all, I think if we are going to do something, i t is going 
to take not the white paper  report tha t we have had in th e past, but 
some good, firm, concrete action and a real interest—not th is fleeting, 
ephemeral interest we are witnessing right  now and won’t be hearing 
much of i t next fall.

Rather than belabor this point, I would like to go to my recom
mendations. One of these recommendations is for a business-environ
mental research center. Last November (regarding the  immediate need 
of this part icular type center), we wrote to O. N. Miller, head of 
Stan dard  Oil of Cal ifornia , suggesting the business-environmental re
search center idea to  his company. His  reply to  our proposal was that  
they (his company) were doing all under God’s power to work on the 
environment so that  future generations would have a decent environ
ment in which to live. I  wish to  poin t out th at it was well known to  us 
at this  time that  there were many malprocedures going on at one of 
its subsidiary  company’s (Chevron) oil wells on the gulf coast. Re
cently I  sent Mr. Miller copies of his past lette r with an accompanying 
letter , and I  believe that  Mr. Miller will not be able to refute the fact 
tha t a national  business-environmenta.1 research center, not govern- 
mentally-controlled, is an absolute necessity.

Recommendation two : Th is Nat ion is based on business, and despite 
the fact tha t many of my colleagues won’t agree with me here today, 
we must protec t our business, but we must also pro tect our environ
ment.

I am of the  firm belief tha t, if Congress would approach this thing  
logically and not just attem pt to influence the public for votes, we 
could have a business-environmental research center, we could protect 
our environment, we could have the necessary laws to do this, and we 
would not injure our business.

I think this is an extremely important consideration. If  we start 
damaging our business at the same time as we are supposedly pro
tecting our environment, we are going to find ourselves in a very seri
ous situation.

Again, I state tha t any new laws which are put into effect should 
be aimed at future development of this country. Old laws should be 
rigid ly enforced but where the ir enforcement has a severe effect on 
the survival of our smaller business complexes, long-term, low-credit 
loans should be made available  so tha t our environment can be pro-
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tected with planned approaches rath er than  a cure worse than  a dis
ease.

In this point I brin g out tha t had the Federa l Government taken  
its responsibility to carry  out the necessary research in the past on 
environmental control, instead of ignoring this problem, we would 
have had the environmental pollution abatement devices at low prices, 
so tha t they could have been ins talled on industrial  plants.

But it was the bla tant lack of responsibil ity on the part of both 
houses of the  Congress that brough t th is about.

Recommendation thr ee : The Atomic Energy  Commission, the Army 
Corps of Engineers, the Forest Service—and I  made a mistake in my 
submitted statement: The Forest Service is not being placed in the 
Department of the Interior;  it is supposedly going under a Division 
of Natura l Resources—the Department of the Inter ior, the Com
merce Commission, and to this I would like to add, the Bureau of 
Land Reclamation, should be either revamped or dissolved and re
placed by more functional agencies.

As I stated in my submitted testimony, I  would be more than willing 
to amass a list of about 2,000 instances where they—the agencies— 
were antagonist ic toward each other, and even within thei r respective 
agencies, and where the detriment of the environment was the result.

I only point to the Inte rior Department, for example, using 1080 
(sodium monofluoracetate). Compound 1080 is one of the most lethal 
in present usage. It  is being employed for pred ator  control in States  
where predator control is not a necessity, and all by the U.S. Dep art
ment of the Inter ior. As to the Army Corps of Engineers, I  would like 
to point to Senate Document 97, passed 1962—it is a real joke—that 
employs economic practices fo r jus tify ing the  cost-benefit ratio actions 
of the Army Corps o f Engineers which have been re futed by most of 
the major  economists in this country.

I also point to the 1936 Flood Control Act, which states, “to whom
soever they may accrue”—namely, the cost-benefit ratio. This has been 
ridiculous at some times, and is a par ticu lar act that ought to be re
viewed. In the 1899 Rivers and Harbors Act is another law which 
should be looked into since the nebulous wording of the  law has caused 
more trouble than it has good.

To substantiate th is, I )x>int to a document which you yourself have 
reviewed—it was the 21st report by the Committee on Government 
Operations, entitled  “Our Waters  and Wetlands: How the Corps of 
Engineers Can Help Prevent Thei r Destruction and Pollut ion.”

Recommendation 4:  Since the major  source of our problem and the 
world problem is our burgeon ing population,  I believe this country 
is gui lty of having been tota lly lax in initi atin g any type of popula
tion control. We have been afra id to approach the problem because 
of the influence of certain churches. What is happening here? Copu
lation with a resu ltant childb irth is a luxury, yet I  am being forced to 
pay for it. I am a single person and am being nailed for taxes to pay 
for other people’s luxuries. I don’t mind paying fo r education—I up
hold tha t—but when people copulate me out of my testimony, it 
perturbs me.

Recommendation 5: I believe tha t environmental educational units  
and mass education programs, in order to bring  a knowledge to the
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student of his relationship to the integrated natu ral system, should 
be implemented.

I read fantastic educational articles put out by the Department of 
Educat ion of the U.S. Government Health , Education, and Welfare, 
but they still show me pictures  from 1940 and 1930—this is great, 
but it is not applicable. How can you apply a farm environment to a 
inner-ci ty child? These programs must be developed on an urban, 
suburban, and country style. They are not. Our educators have been 
total ly lax in doing this—all you have to do is review the educational 
documents. I also believe, as Mr. Barcey stated, tha t another major 
problem of this country is the lack of enthusiasm of the American 
]>eople to want to really work. We have got  to get them involved, and 
tha t means setting up something very similar to what was called the  
WP A—I think  it was the  WPA system th at was implemented back 
in the depression which sent people out to build up various areas 
and paid them for this work. It  gave people sel f-respect to  work for 
a dollar ra ther  than be given a dollar.

Recommendation 6: Unfortuna tely,  with our current trends, I am 
reminded of the young man who looked at  the eagle above the Ameri
can flag and said that, they  would have to replace the eagle with a 
bulldozer and a dol lar b ill—the problem of environmental protection 
in our developing technological era is one of our most important 
issues for the survival of his country and most probably for the sur
vival of the human race. The controversy concerning the methods we 
should use in fulfilling this  need will be salutory in the  long run if it 
effectively awakens the public as well as the local, State , and Federal 
officials to their  responsibilities for tackling the  whole range of envi
ronmental problems th at we face today. I feel that if we do not do 
something for this country righ t now to preserve its natura l environ
ment, tha t this is the greatest act of treason agains t this country.

(Mr. Grabarck’s prepared statement follows:)
P repared Statement of R. Doyle Grabarck, President of North American

Habitat Preservation Societ y, and President of Grabarck E nterprises

I apprecia te the opportunity to appear today as a private citizen concerned 
with the disastrous environmental  impact caused by our rapidly exploding popu- 
lation and our expanding uncontrolled technology. Before coming here I re
ceived a list of eight questions to which i t was suggested tha t I direct my com
ments. The eight questions are  so broad tha t they would take a task force of 
specialists with capabilities greater  than I possess to answer them and the an
swers would be so voluminous tha t begging injury  to your pride, none of you 
would have either the time or the patience to read.

A major problem when speaking of environmental degradation is the ability to 
separate the apparen t problem from the true problem. A common source of error  
on the par t of Government and industry in the prevention of environmental 
damage has been a lack of broad-based study of all interrela tionships of planned 
projects and thus the true  feasib ility with regards to overall damage to the en
vironment or the individual citizen has not been researched. In many cases a l
ternat ives were never considered and such narrowness of approach has widened 
the chasm for the possible creation of a system of shared values by which the 
Government (State and Federal ), the road builders, the oil companies, the paper 
companies, smaller businessmen, and even the trade  associations could com
municate with an enlightened citizenry. As long as we continue to maintain our 
white paper scientist rhetoric and our political jump-on-the-bandwagon, most 
governmental agencies that  do not understand the environmental problems will 
commit themselves to solve something tha t is impossible to do with the money 
they have at hand. We are playing an extremely dangerous game, gentlemen, 
tha t will have disastrous effects for all citizens of this country and perhaps the
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against  this country.

One of the most serious resu lts of the current citizen-environmental activism 
in recent months has been a  political vote-getting overreaction by Government. 
Without proper study, laws designed to placate the public and win political ad
vantage have been introduced and passed in many State governing bodies and 
are being introduced and passed in our Federal  governing bodies. The m ajority  
of these laws will not serve to protect the environment but will have detr i
mental results for our priva te business complex. The Government, in an at 
tempt to cover up its blatant bureaucratic inefficiency in the past, is passing laws 
with requirements for environmental  controls tha t will be impossible to meet 
by all except the larger  indu stria l complexes. The smaller businesses on which 
many individuals have worked a lifetime to establish could conceivably be 
eliminated from the  competitive market or jus t forced to close down operations.

What we need are str ingen t laws to cover the planned placement and construc
tion of proposed new operations. Government must, as it has not done in the 
past, endorse and subsidize research by private independent companies (closely 
watched research to prevent  misuse of funds) on environmental control de
vices and planning. Such research would guarantee us efficient and more eco
nomically feasible devices for pollution control and abatement. If we are to 
carry  out the lette r of the law on some of the insane and repressive legislation 
tha t has been proposed, then I believe we should be prepared to subsidize, with 
long-term, low-credit loans, smaller businesses which cannot possibly make the 
required changes in their operations within the time deadline.

By these laws we have created  a large corporation trust and a political power 
struc ture which eliminates  consideration for the needs of the American people 
and of our free enterprise system. Legislators in this country are avoiding the 
demand for a comprehensive study and by their  selfish overreaction to protect 
thei r political statur e; they are  in my opinion inviting grea ter calamity to our 
country as a whole. I t is not  new laws that  we need, but the proper enforcement 
of existing ones. It  is not pol itical merry-go-round that we need, but a concerned, 
well-ordered, well-financed, independent nongovernmental, non-white-papered 
study of approaches (with immediate action following) to the alleviation of our 
hazardous environmental circumstance. Agencies such as the much disputed 
Atomic Energy Commission, the ill-ordered, ill-planned Army Corps of Engineers, 
the lumber industry controlled Forest Service, and the bipolar internally an
tagonistic Inter ior Departm ent must be revamped or total ly dissolved and re
placed by more meaningful and communicative agencies. I could run through at 
least  2,000 reasons and examples of the lack of cohesive action within and 
among these agencies, but I am su re my dissertation would only be a redundancy 
of things tha t you have read over and over in other publications.

Although I could make an extensive and indepth list of recommendations in 
this very brief report, I believe tha t recommendations are only as good as 
thei r eventual implementation proves them to be. Over the past few years we 
have had thousands of recommendations which when publicized and twisted 
in context have served to narcotize the American public into believing th at some
thing is actually being accomplished when the marginal utili ty of the projects 
undertaken thus far could be calculated as a two based on a possibility of 10. 
Below is a very brief list of some of the things we should undertake and since 
I am an extremely brilli ant organizer with high capabilities of dealing both 
with the business and scientific needs of th is country, I offer my services to my 
country when the diarrhea of the mouth is terminated and the positive goal- 
oriented action begins.

We must if we are  to protect  our internal stabili ty and create a healthful 
environment undertake the following. (Each one of the following suggestions I 
can expound on in g reat detail  but in the token period of time we young activ
ists have been given, it is impossible to do justice to any of them:)

1. We must, as the North American Habitat Preservation Society strongly 
suggested 2 years ago and proposed to 200 major corporations in the country in 
the past year, create a National Business-Environmental Research Center. I t has 
become increasingly apparent tha t environmentalists and businessmen are more 
content to find things on which they disagree rath er than  on things on which 
they agree.

2. Any new laws which are put  into effect should be aimed at futu re develop
ment of this country. Old laws should be r igidly enforced, b ut where the ir en
forcement has a  severe effect on the survival of our smaller business complexes,
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l o n g-t er m, l o w- c r e dit l o a ns s h o ul d b e m a d e a v ai l a bl e s o t h at o ur e n vir o n m e nt c a n 
b e pr ot e ct e d wit h pl a n n e d a p pr o a c h es r a t h er t h a n a c ur e w ors e t h a n a dis e as e.

3. T h e At o mi c E n er g y C o m missi o n, t h e Ar m y C or ps of E n gi n e ers, t h e F or e st 
S er vi c e ( n o w b ei n g pl a c e d u n d er t h e D e p art m e nt of t h e I n t e ri or), t h e D e p ar t 
m e nt of t h e I nt eri or, a n d t h e C o m m er c e C o m missi o n s h o ul d b e r e v a m p e d or 
diss ol v e d a n d r e p l a c e d b y m or e f u n cti o n al a g e n ci es.

4. As t h e m a j or s o ur c e of o ur pr o bl e m a n d t h e w orl d pr o bl e m is o ur b ur g e o n 
i n g p o p ul ati o n, w e m ust t a k e t h e l e a d i n p o p ul ati o n c o ntr o l r es e ar c h a n d t h e 
u p d ati n g of o ur o w n p o p ul ati o n l a ws. T h e t a x str u ct ur e s h o ul d b e, as j ust i c e 
d e m a n ds, c h a n g e d i n f a v o r of t h e si n gl e i n di vi d u al a n d t h e c hil dl ess or t w o- 
c hil d c o u pl e. C o p ul ati o n wit h r es ult a nt c hil d birt h s h o ul d b e c o nsi d er e d a l u x u r y
a n d n ot b e m a d e t h e r es p o n si bilit y of t h os e n ot h a vi n g c hil d r e n t o p a y. *

5. E n vir o n m e n t al e d u c ati o n a l u ni ts a n d m ass e d u c ati o n al pr o gr a ms, i n or d er 
t o bri n g a k n o wl e d g e t o t h e st u d e nt of his r el ati o n s hi p t o t h e i nt e gr at e d n at ur al 
s yst e m, s h o ul d b e i m pl e m e nt e d. T h e pr o g r a m s f or effi ci e n c y’s s a k e s h o ul d b e 
s u bsi di z e d b y t h e G o v er n m e nt b ut d e v el o p e d b y c o ns er v ati o n or g a n i z ati o ns.

6. M e a ni n g f ul i n v ol v e m e nt i n o ur s o ci et y is e n h a n c e d b y w or ki n g t o b ri n g a b o ut ✓
n e c ess ar y c h a n g es. W e ar e f a c e d n ot wit h a n u n e m pl o y m e nt pr o bl e m b ut a l a c k
of e nt h usi a s m t o w or k a m o n g st t h e A m eri c a n p o p ul a c e. Si n c e w e h a v e m u c h 
r e pl a nti n g, r el a n ds c a pi n g, a n d cl e a ni n g u p of o ur r o a ds, str e a ms, a n d ri v e rs t o 
b e d o n e if w e a r e t o p a y o ut li vi n g w a g e s t o p e o pl e w h o d o n ot w or k, t h e n utili z e 
t h e u nt a p p e d l a b o r f or c e as a i > ossi bl e m e a ns t o b e gi n t o cl e a n u p t hi s c o u ntr y.

T h e pr o bl e m of e n vir o n m e nt al pr ot e cti o n i n o ur d e v el o pi n g t e c h n ol o gi c al er a 
is o n e of o ur m ost i m p ort a nt iss u es f or t h e s ur vi v al of t hi s c o u ntr y a n d m ost 
pr o b a bl y f or t h e s ur vi v al of t h e h u m a n r a c e. T h e c o ntr o v ers y c o n c er n i n g t h e 
m et h o ds w e s h o ul d us e i n f ulfilli n g t hi s n e e d will b e s al u t ar y i n t h e l o n g r u n if it 
eff e cti v el y a w a k e ns t h e p u bli c as w ell as t h e l o c al, St at e, a n d F e d er al offi ci als t o 
t h e ir r es p o nsi b iliti e s f or t a c kli n g t h e w h ol e r a n g e of t h e e n vir o n m e nt al pr o bl e ms 
t h at w e f a c e t o d a y. B y o ur m e eti n g t o d a y a n d t h e a cti o n t h at s h all l >e r es ult a nt 
of t h es e m e eti n gs, y o u a s l e gis l at or s a n d I as a s ci e n tist, b usi n es s m a n, a n d citi z e n 
s h all eit h er g ai n t h e n a m e of p atri ots or e ar n t h e e ni g m a of tr at i or s.

Mr. R e u s s . T h a n k y o u, Mr. Gr a b ar c k.
Mr. K e n y o n ?

S T A T E M E N T O F D A VI D B. K E N Y O N, R E P R E S E N TI N G T H E C O M MI T

T E E F O R E C O L O GI C A L R E S P O N SI BI LI T Y, W A S HI N G T O N, D. C.

Mr. K e n y o n . I w a nt t o s a y first t h at o ur gr o u p a p pr e ci at es v er y 
m u c h t h e c h a n c e t o a p p e ar b ef or e y o u.

I w o ul d li k e t o a d dr ess m ys elf t o o n e s p ecifi c f ail ur e t h at o ur gr o u p 
h as f o u n d — a gr o u p c all e d t h e C o m mitt e e f or E c ol o gi c al R es p o nsi
bilit y — a n d t h e n g o t o w h at w e t hi n k mi g ht b e o ne s p e cifi c s ol uti o n.

I k n o w t h er e ar e m a n y p ossi ble s u bj e cts, b ut I w o ul d li k e t o t al k 
a b o ut t h es e t w o. O ur gr o u p w as f or m e d i n r es p o ns e t o t h e crisis i n t h e 
e n vir o n m e nt, b ut it w as f or m e d als o s p e cifi call y t o d e al wit h w h at w e 
c o nsi d er e d t o b e a n e n or m o us t h r e a t p os e d b y t h e Al as k a n pi p eli n e 
s yst e m.

Aft er a n i n v esti g ati o n, w h at w e f o u n d w as a n ot h er e x a m pl e of a »
F e d er al a g e n c y’s f ail ur e t o eff e cti v el y r e g ul at e a p o w erf ul i n d ustr y.

I a m g oi n g t o r e a d a p art of t h e st at e m e nt n o w, a n d t h e n d e vi at e.
T h e t hr e e oil c o m p a ni es i n v ol v e d fil e d f or t h e n e c ess ary l a n d p er

mits wit h t h e D e p art m e nt of t h e I nt e ri or i n J u n e of l ast y e ar a n d 
as k e d f o r a r es p o nse b y J ul y — a r es p o ns e p er mitti n g t h e c o nstr u cti o n 
of a h ot- oil pi p eli n e a cr oss 8 00 mil es of v er y d eli c at e l a n d. T h e D e p art
m e nt of t h e I nt e ri or f o u n d its elf u n a bl e t o c o m pl y wit h t h e r e q u est 
wit hi n a 3 0- d a y li mit, b ut c h os e r at h er t o d el a y t h e p er mits u ntil 
st u di es of t h e pr o bl e ms c o ul d b e m a d e a v ail a bl e a n d all i nt er est e d 
p arti es h e ar d. H o w e v er, t h e st u di es a v ail a bl e n o w, i n cl u di n g t h e G e o
l o gi c al S ur v e y’s “ R e p o rt o n t h e T h er m al Eff e cts of a H e at e d Pi p eli n e



283

in Permafros t,” and the “Pre liminary  Task Force R eport,” deal with 
the problems involved, and not with solutions. As stated in the Geo
logical Survey repor t—and I will just summarize th is quote—the re
port  deals with problems, that the solutions are not yet  apparen tly in 
sight and there is a grea t need for fur ther research and essentially 
delay.

The Department of the Interior’s response to the problems outlined 
by the Geological Survey and the task force has been to draw up a list 
of stringent  stipulations which are to insure tha t the environment is 
protected and which retain  power in the authorized officer to inspect 
all phases of the project, and to suspend or terminate such activities 
when the provisions of the permit  are not met.

But as Russell Tra in stated  in testimony before the Senate Com
mittee on Inte rior  and Insula r Affairs, October 16, 1969:

Inh ere nt in the content of these stipulat ions is the  recognition th at  the  com
plex and interr ela ted  problems—partic ula rly  the technological and environ
men tal—have  not been completely solved.

We are  not, of course, experts in the engineering problems involved 
here. But where virtually all the major conservation groups in the 
country have called for a d ela y; where the pertinent  Government r e
ports indicate tha t the problems are known but t ha t the solutions are 
not; and where the chairman of the task force states that  environ
mental difficulties are yet to be resolved, it occurs to us to ask why it 
is necessary to go ahead at this  time. It  appears  tha t indus try has 
once again created a momentum, all but irresistible, and tha t Gov
ernment has been unable to main tain an effective countervailing force.

Mr. Tra in stated in the same testimony, following a discussion of 
the stipula tions—and again I  will summarize it.

He speaks of the equal importance of providing effective super
vision. And in an August  12 statement he reemphasized the need for 
supervision; the need to have people who are qualified and are able 
to see tha t environmental factors are fully considered.

Everyone recognizes tha t stipula tions are not enough, t ha t we need 
supervision, but we do not know exactly where the inspectors are 
going to come from.

In a March 26, 1970, article  in the Jou rnal of Commerce it was 
reported tha t the Interior  Depar tme nt:

Wants to double its Gulf inspection  force from 17 to 34 and  has requested 
money to hire  new personnel from  the  Budget Bureau. The entire Departm ent 
has only 25 inspectors.

It  appears  that,  No. 1, there is not enough informat ion, and No. 2, 
there is not enough money available to hire the inspectors. So there 
just isn’t a satisfactory situat ion here, and it appears  likely that  the 
Department of the Inte rior is going to go ahead and gra nt the permits.

At the same time our group found what might  be a conceivable 
way to solve problems like this , and tha t is a new Council on Envi ron
mental Quality.

I am just  going to summarize what I have to say on t ha t briefly. 
We see essentially three functions there. One is coordination and 
dissemination of information to the public.

I might say there, Mr. Chairman,  tha t I  think tha t your  efforts with 
the 1899 Rivers and Harbors Act is the kind of thing tha t we would 
like to see the Council do—perhaps codify the laws, make them easily 
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available so tha t a person interested doesn’t have to go around to all 
the various agencies involved, but can go to one place and find where 
there is a solution.

I thin k tha t certainly in Wisconsin they are going to know there 
is such a law, and t ha t the people are going to knowT th at they have a 
remedy.

Of course, there are problems in interp retation and getting the re
sponsible agencies to act.

The second function of the  Council should be a review and coordi
nation  of agency action which has environmental impact. Here I  might 
say tha t they could review things like the pipeline, and hopefully they 
will. And they should also look into problems tha t we have had in 
Louisiana where obviously we have not had enough inspections.

Third, they can advise the President with the  annual report  on “the  *
State of the Environment.”

I think tha t this bill has essentially two effects. One is to create 
another agency which is essentially another type of review, and there 
is a genera] feeling tha t agencies in this country and in Washington 
are jus t not able to control or to effectively regulate.

There are doubts th at the creation of another agency is going to be 
able to do the job. So, although there is the one aspect of creating  a 
watchdog, the second one I think is more impor tant, and tha t is to 
create a body which will give the public information.

And here I might add there is a requirement tha t agencies submit 
programs fo r review, and that  is a stipulat ion or a proviso in the bill 
which has a lready been used in a suit now pending by the Wilderness 
Society against the Inter ior Department.

This is the kind of tool I  th ink that the Government should be able 
to create which will allow citizens to protect the environment them
selves.

Tha t is the second point that  I think  is crucially impor tant. In 
setting up the Council, and I  think it is still being created, I  think i t is 
very important tha t the  Congress watch the type of development that 
does go on.

There are several things I  think are important in this regard. One is 
the avoidance of the type of conflict t hat  results from inconsistent 
goals. As an example, I think the Bureau of Land Management is a 
good one. They have in the development of  their lands or thei r func- >
tion several things th at they are supposed to do. Among them are  con
servation or development of the recreational aspects, and two and 
three might be resource or mining or industrial development.

These things are inconsistent and oftentimes it seems tha t giving one 
agency all functions and all considerations does not work out. They 
tend to get a confusion of roles and neither side is really protected.

So, we hope there that  the new Council would be dedicated especially 
to the conservation interests.

Again the second point is tha t the staff should be the  same. It is 
difficult to find people who are experts who have not been involved on 
the side of indu stry ; but I think it is important to recognize the 
relevance of the professional background of a person so tha t he will 
lean toward conservation instead of having  what is called a profes
sional enthusiasm for development rath er than for conserving 
resources.
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I would like to say that some of these ideas have come from an 
article by George F. Kennan in the most recent edition of Foreign 
Affairs magazine, which is entitled, “To P revent  a World  Wastelan d: 
A Proposal.”

His suggestion is to set up an international  agency which would 
have essentially the functions which we would like to see the  Council 
have.

So, again to emphasize, I  th ink tha t the type of legislation tha t we 
- are looking for is not only to create an  effective watchdog agency in

the Council but also to give the people a chance to defend the environ
ment themselves.

1 think I will just  close there.
(Mr. Kenyon’s prepared statement follows:)

w
P repared Stateme nt  of D avid B. K enyo n, G eorge Was hing to n U niv ersit y Law  

Cen ter, R ep re se nt ing th e  Com mittee  for E cological R es po ns ib ilit y

Mr. Kenyon. Mr. Chairm an, I would l ike to say first  t ha t we great ly appreciate 
the opportunity  to app ear  before you today, to tell you something abou t our 
act ivit ies and our ideas on control of pollution.

I am a vice pres iden t of the Committee  for  Ecological Responsibility, a group 
composed of George Washington  Unive rsity  law studen ts and  law professor 
Ar thu r S. Miller. Two oth er officers of t he group  are  here today—Ronald  Plesser 
and  Robert Stein—and they will, of course, be avai lable to help answer  any 
quest ions which your comm ittee may have. The Committee for Ecological 
Responsibi lity was formed in response to the  cris is in our environment, and  
specifically to inves tigate the  proposed trans-Alaska pipeline system, to determine 
whether all possible safegu ard s would be taken to ensure aga ins t the  enormous 
dangers  inheren t in such a project.

Wh at we found was anoth er example  of a Federal  agency’s fai lure to effec
tively regu late  a powerful industry. The three oil companies involved filed for  
the  necessary land  perm its with the Departm ent of the  In terio r in Jun e of las t 
year and  asked  for  a response by July—a response permittin g the  cons truct ion 
of a  h ot oil p ipeline across 800 miles of extrem ely delicate  land , subject to perma
fro st thawing, land  slippage, ear thquakes, floods, and  other dangers. The 
Department of the In ter ior  fou nd itse lf unable to comply w ith the  request with in 
a 30-day limit, but  chose ra th er  to delay the  permits unt il stud ies of the  problems 
could be made avai lable  and  all inte rest ed partie s heard . However, the stud ies 
ava ilab le now, including the  Geological Survey “R eport on the T herm al Effects of 
a Heated  Fipeline in Pe rm afr os t,” and the “Prelim inary Task Force  Report,” 
deal with  the enormous problems involved, and not with  solutions. As sta ted  in 
the  Geological Survey re port :

“I t is importa nt th at  any potent ial problem be identified prior to its occurrence 
'< so that  it can be accommodated by proper pipeline design. Identifying a problem

in advance depends upon an underst and ing  of the  condit ions under which the  
problem will occur. For th at  reason  much of this report  is concerned with  
problems. If  the pipeline  system is properly designed, and it is constructed and 
maintained  in compliance with the  design, they  will not occur. Perh aps ‘proper 
design’ in some are as will involve abandoning plans for burial or changing the  

* route ; in oth ers it m ight  involve  burying the pipe and invoking special engineering
designs  or moni toring procedures . These are  ma tte rs to be determined by much 
add itional study and an inte nsiv e program of field and labora tory  measurements 
of condi tions along th e route .”

The Department of the  In te rior ’s response to the  problems outlined by the  
geological survey  and  the task  force has  been to dra w up a lis t of stringe nt 
stip ula tion s which are  to ins ure  th at  the  envi ronment is protected and which 
ret ain  power in the  author ized officer to inspect all phases of the  project, and 
to suspend or terminat e such activities when the  provisions of the perm it are  
not met. But as Russel l Train  sta ted  in testim ony before  the  Senate  Committee  
on In ter ior  and Insu lar  Affa irs (October  16, 1969) : “Inheren t in the  content of 
these  st ipulations  is the recognition that  the complex and interr ela ted  problems— 
par ticula rly  the  technological and envi ronm enta l—have not  been completely 
solved.” He also recognized th at  the  stipulat ions are  wor thles s without effective 
supervis ion.
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We are  no t, of  co urse , ex per ts  in th e  en gi ne er in g pr ob lems invo lved  he re . Rut  
whe re  v ir tu a ll y  al l th e  m aj or  co ns er va tion  gr ou ps  in th e co unt ry  ha ve  ca lle d 
fo r a de lay,  w he re  th e per ti nen t Gov ernm en t re port s in dic at e th a t th e  prob lems 
a re  kn ow n hu t th a t the so lu tio ns  are  no t, an d w he re  th e chai rm an  of  th e  ta sk  
fo rc e st a te s  th a t en vi ro nm en ta l dif fic ul tie s a re  ye t to  be  res olve d,  it  oc cu rs  to us 
to  as k why  it  is ne ce ss ary to go ah ea d a t th is  tim e. I t  appea rs  th a t in dust ry  
ha s onc e agai n  cr ea te d  a mo me ntu m,  a ll  bu t ir re si st ib le , and th a t Gov ernm en t 
has  been un ab le  to  m ai nt ai n a n eff ec tiv e c ou nte rv ai ling fo rce .

In  o rd er  to  blo ck or  to de lay  th e g ra n ti ng  of  th e pe rm its,  th e Com mitt ee  fo r 
Ec olog ica l Res po ns ib ili ty  dr ew  up  a pet it io n to  th e Pre si de nt,  which  was  su b
m it te d in co nj un ct io n w ith  th e W ilde rn es s So cie ty  an d th e S ie rr a Clu b. The re  ar e  
two in ju nc tion  s ui ts  pe nding .

I ha ve  pu t part ic u la r em ph as is  on th e A la sk a pipe lin e be ca us e it  is  an  are a 
whic h we  know  someth ing ab ou t, be ca us e it  il lu s tr a te s w hat  we fe el  to  be a 
co nt in ui ng  fa il u re  of  th e  In te ri o r D epart m ent to  ta ke step s to  pro te ct  th e 
en vi ro nm en t, an d fin ally be ca us e w hi le  Gov er nm en t has  fa ile d in  one  way , in 
anoth er  it  has  pro vide d fo r a so lu tio n.  In  our pe ti tion , we re qu es te d P re si den t 
Ni xon to ha ve  th e ne wly-c reated  Co un cil  on E nv iron m en ta l Q ua li ty  m ak e an  
ex ha us tive  in de pe nd en t fe as ib il ity st udy of  th e  pip el ine. Thi s Co uncil  rep
re se nt s to  us  an  ef fo rt to cre at e a body  ca pa bl e of  in ve st ig at in g bo th  im med ia te , 
sh or t- te rm  prob lems, an d more im port an tly  th e long -te rm , m etho dica l land -u se  
pl an ni ng  th a t is so de sp er at el y ne ed ed  on a la rg e sca le.  W he re  In te ri o r has  
fa ile d,  an d w he re  th e co ng re ss iona l co m m itt ee s ha ve  nei th er  th e  st af f nor th e 
re so ur ce s to  do th e job , th e  Env ironm en ta l Q ua lit y Co uncil  sh ou ld  be ab le to 
become th e  foca l po in t of co nc ern fo r our  en vi ro nm en t— th ro ug h in ve st ig at io ns  
by ad vi so ry  an d re se ar ch  ta sk  fo rces . Equ al ly  im port an t,  th e  Co un cil  shou ld  
fu nc tion  as  an  in fo rm at io n stor eh ou se , ab le  to  in fo rm  th e peop le a s  to  th e  st a te  
of the law , th e re sp on sibi li ties  of  in dust ry , an d pr og re ss  mad e in  po llu tio n 
co ntro l.

Mr.  T ra in  st a te d  in th e same te st im on y,  fo llo wing a di sc us sion  of  th e  st ip u la 
tio ns . t h a t

“W e are  th e fi rs t to rec ognize  th e  eq ual  im po rtan ce  of  pr ov id in g appro pri at e 
an d ef fecti ve  su pe rv is ion to in su re  th a t th e  st ip u la ti ons eq ua l in  th e field th e 
im po rtan ce  we ha ve  ac co rded  them  on  pa pe r. W e a re  aw ar e th a t w ri tt en  st ip 
ul at io ns , no  m att e r how ca re fu lly  dra w n,  ca nn ot  guar an te e th e pr ot ec tion  on 
which  we  a re  in si st ing.  Thi s ca n on ly  be as su re d by co nt in uo us  su rv ei llan ce  and 
firm  e nf or ce m en t.”

In  an  A ug us t 12 st at em en t be fo re  th e sa m e co mmittee , Mr.  T ra in  ag ai n em 
ph as iz ed  th e  ne ed  fo r su pe rv isi on , and st a te d  th a t ad dit io nal  pe rson ne l would  
be re qui re d fo r th e insp ec tio n an d gra n ti ng  of  spec ia l use perm it s fo r con
st ru ct io n  ca mps , gr av el  si tes, a ir  fie lds , an d ac ce ss  ro ad s.  Th e sa m e co nc erns  
ha ve  be en  st a te d  by ot he r official s in  th e In te ri o r D ep ar tm en t and by co ns er va 
tion  g roup s.

Eve ry on e appears  to  recogn ize  th e  im po rt an ce  of  su pe rv is io n an d th e  da ng er s 
of  ne gl ec tin g th is  im port an t ar ea . B u t it  is  unc le ar ju s t w he re  th es e ex tr a  in 
sp ec to rs  a re  go ing  to com e fro m. In  a M ar ch  26, 1970, ar ti c le  in  th e  Jo u rn al of 
Co mm erc e it  w as  rep or te d th a t th e In te ri o r D ep ar tm en t “w an ts  t o  do ub le  i ts  Gu lf 
in sp ec tio n fo rc e from  17 to  34 an d h a s  re qu es te d mo ney to  h ir e  ne w pe rso nn el 
fro m th e B ud ge t Bur ea u.  The  en ti re  depar tm en t has  on ly 25 in sp ec to rs .” W ha t 
ca n ha pp en  whe n insp ec tio n is in ad eq uate  sh ou ld  be c le ar by  now,  par ti cu la rly  
a ft e r th e  Lou is ia na  trag ed y.  Th e Ch ev ron Oil Co. w as  ab le to  oper at e 137 out 
of  178 oil  wel ls  ill eg al ly , be cause, ac co rd in g to  Sec re ta ry  Hi ckel,  “We ha ven ’t  had 
th e f or ce  to  t o ta ll y  in sp ec t th e G ul f in th e pa st , but if  th e  oil co m pa ni es  ha d been 
ad her in g to  th e re gu la tion s th a t have been  in  ef fect  fo r ye ar s,  we  wou ldn’t  he 
hav in g th es e sp il ls .” In  Alas ka , we do no t be lie ve  th a t a perm it  sh ou ld  be 
g ra n te d  be fo re  th e prob lems of de si gn  a re  so lv ed ; nor sh ou ld  a per m it  be 
g ra n te d  w ithou t a sa ti sf acto ry  nu m ber  of  tr ai ned , d is in te re st ed  ob se rv er s avail 
ab le  to  ensu re  th a t th e  oil co mpa nies  w ill  comp ly w ith al l re gu la tion s.

Ther e a re  th re e po in ts  to ke ep  in  m in d w hi le  de ve lop ing th e Co un cil  on En
vi ro nm en ta l Q u a li ty :

F ir st , it  is  im port an t th a t th e in te rn a l co nf lic ts re su lt in g  fr om  in co ns is te nt  
go als be av oide d.  Su ch prob lems hav e pl ag ue d th e  In te ri o r D ep ar tm en t,  an d 
part ic u la rl y  th e  B ure au  of  Lan d M an ag em en t, which  is co nt in ual ly  fo rced  to 
cho ose  be tw ee n de ve lopm en t of  re so urc es  an d co ns er va tio n.  The  co nc en trat io n 
of di ff er en t and co mpe tin g co nsi de ra tion s w ith in  one ag ency  do es  not al w ay s 
le ad  to  th e be st  or  mos t ba lanc ed  de cis ions , an d of te n ad ds up  on ly  to  a con-
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fu sion  of  ro les . The Co uncil , th en , sh ou ld  he co nc erne d pri m ari ly  w ith  th e 
pr ot ec tion  of  th e  en vi ro nm en t an d sh ou ld  revi ew  ag ency  pr og ra m s w ith  th a t 
th ou gh t as  t he pri nci pal  mot ivat ion.

Second , g re a t ca re  sh ou ld  he ta ken  no t to choose fo r the Council  st aff  per so ns 
wh ose  pr of es sion al  en th usi as m  le ad s them  to w ard  an  ex pl oi ta tion  o f  re so ur ce s 
ra th e r th an  co ns er vi ng  the m.  In  o th e r words , po te nt ia l conf lic ts fo r th e m em be rs  
sh ou ld  he av oide d,  an d th e pr of es sion al  ba ck gr ou nd  of  th e  in di vi du al  sh ou ld  he 
co ns idered  as  re le van t to ef fecti ve  per fo rm an ce  as  a co ns er va tion is t. Aga in , 
th e ce ntr al  sp ir it  an d m ot iv at io n of  th e  Co un cil  m ust  he one of  or de re d,  co n
troll ed  d ev elop men t, w ith em ph as is  on co ns er va tio n.

> Fin al ly , th e opera ti ng  pr in ci pl e of  th e Co uncil  shou ld  he, in  th e w or ds  of
Ge org e F.  K en na n,  “ th a t one ex plo it s w hat  a care fu l re gar d fo r th e  ne ed s of  
co ns er va tion  leav es  to  he ex ploi ted,  not  th a t on e co ns erve s w ha t a libe ra l in 
du lgen ce  o f th e im pu lse to  d ev elop men t l ea ve s to  be  co ns er ve d.”

Th e qu ot at io n is  ta ken  from  an a rt ic le  by Ken na n in th e Apr il 1970 issu e 
of  Fo re ig n A ffai rs , en ti tl ed . “To P re ven t a W or ld  W aste la n d : A P ro posa l.” 
W hile  K en na n is  sp ea kin g of an  in te rn ati onal or ga ni za tion , th e fu nc tion s whi ch  
he  ou tl in es  a re  co mpl etely appro pri a te  to  th e P re si den ti a l Co unc il. He asse rt s  
th a t th e org an iz at io n  sh ou ld  :

1. Pro vi de  fa c il it ie s fo r co llection , stor ag e,  re tr ie val , an d di ss em in at io n of  
a ll  i nf or m at io n o n en vi ro nm en ta l prob lem s.

2. C oo rd in at e re se arc h  an d op er at io nal  ac ti v it ie s which  now de al  w ith envir on
m en ta l ac ti v it ie s or ac ti v it ie s wh ich  af fect  th e en vi ro nm en t.

3. C re at e na ti onal st andard s in  en vi ro nm en ta l m att e rs  an d ex te nd ad vi ce  
and help to in div id ual  St at es .

4. Enf or ce  tho se  s ta n d a rd s which  a re  n ec es sa ri ly  n at io nal  in scope.
W hile  I ha ve  ta ken  K en nan ’s id ea s,  an d ap pl ie d them  on a national  lev el,  hi s 

ce ntr al  th es is  sh ou ld  not he over look ed  : T hat th ere  is  a need  to  cre a te  an  in 
te rn ati onal body to  co pe  w ith w hat is cl ea rly an  in te rn ati onal prob lem  of  pol lu 
tio n. The re  is  to  he a co nfer en ce  in  Stoc kh olm in 1972, sp on so red by th e U nited  
N at io ns  Co nferen ce  on th e H um an  Env iron m en t. The  U.S . G ov er nm en t sh ou ld  
he under ta kin g st ud ie s w ith a vie w to pre se nt in g pr op os als a t th a t co nfer en ce , 
bo th  w ith  re gar d  to  th e  st ru c tu re  of  a po ss ib le  in te rn ati onal org an iz at io n and 
topi cs  o f part ic u la r in te re st .

The  po wers of  th e  Co un cil  on E nv iron m en ta l Q ua lit y m us t be suffi cie nt to  
in su re  co or di na tion  of  ag en cy  ac tion s wh ich  re la te  to  th e  en vi ro nm en t. The  
Exe cu tive  o rd er fo rm al ly  es ta bl is hi ng th e  Co uncil  det ai ls  ex pa nd ed  re sp on
si bi li ties  beyond  th os e men tio ne d in  th e  st a tu te , in cl ud in g au th ori ty  to co nd uc t 
hea ri ng s on pro je ct s w hi ch  wo uld  af fect  th e en vi ro nm en t. All Fed er al  ag en ci es  
a re  su pp os ed  to  su bm it  ad va nc e anal yse s of  pr ogra m s w ith  en viron m en ta l im 
pac t to  th e Co un cil  fo r review . Mr. T ra in  has  st at ed , ho we ve r, in an  addre ss  
to  th e  35 th annual N ort h  Amer ican  W ildl ife an d F in an ci al  Res ou rces  Con fe r
en ce  on March  23 of  th is  ye ar , th a t “m os t in div id ual s in Gov er nm en t don 't 
kn ow  ye t th a t th is  is  re qu ired , an d we may  ha ve  to  h it  a few  peo ple  ove r th e 
he ad .”

, The  po wer  of  th e  Cou nc il to  co or di na te  th e co ns er va tion  ef fo rts of  th e  d if 
fe re n t ag en cies  and to  ex er ci se  a gen er al  ov er al l revi ew  is  an  en or m ou s st ep  
fo rw ar d.  I f  th e Cou nc il is  ab le  to  ef fecti ve ly  d is se m in at e in fo rm at io n,  it  w ill  
fu r th e r th e ef fo rts of in di vi dua ls —f or in st an ce , th e  re vi va l of  th e 1899 R iv er s 
and H arb ors  Ac t is  th e  k in d of  law th a t th e  pe op le sh ou ld  kn ow  ab ou t. T hanks 
to  yo ur  ef fo rts , Mr.  C hai rm an , it  ap pea rs  like ly  th a t in dust ry  in W isco ns in  
a t le as t is no t go ing to  fo rg et ag ai n th a t th e  la w  re quir es  cert a in  th in gs w ith 
re gard  to  po llu tio n.  C ert a in ly  as im po rt an t,  in div id ual  ci tize ns  will  re al iz e 
th a t th ey  a re  n ot hel pl es s in  the fac e of  i rr es pons ib le  a ct iv ity . The  C ounc il sh ou ld  
be a bl e to br in g su ch  l aw s be fo re  the  pub lic  in  a  s im il ar  m an ne r.

Ther e a re  o th er pro posa ls  now be fo re  Con gres s re gard in g  po llu tio n and  th e  
en vi ro nm en t. On e w ort hy  of  spec ia l men tio n is  th e  M cG ov ern- Har t-U da ll pro 
po sa l which  wou ld  give  th e cit izen  th e ri gh t to  a c le a r en vi ro nm en t and  th e 
ef fecti ve  m ea ns  to  p ro te ct th a t ri gh t be fo re  adm in is tr a ti ve  ag en cies  or  in  th e  
co ur ts . Th e prob lem of st and in g  to co mplain , in th is  part ic u la r co nt ex t, wou ld  
be fin ally rem oved. Con gr es sm an  U da ll ’s co m pa riso n of  his  bi ll w ith  th e a n ti 
tr u s t la w s ou tl in es  th e  pur po se s :

Our  a n ti tr u s t law s ha ve  lon g giv en  ci tize ns  a ri g h t to  sue in Fed er al  co urt  to  
pre ve nt  an ti co m pe ti tive  bu sine ss  pr ac tice s,  an  a re a  w he re  th e Ju st ic e  D epart 
m en t ha s si m il ar  du ties . Thi s is  es se ntial ly  m ea nt to ac co mpl ish  th e sa m e 
th in g as  th e ci tize ns  se ct io n of  th e a n ti tr u s t law s. We are  tr yin g to  so lve a
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national problem—our polluted environment—by giving direc t power to citizens 
to seek a remedy before a nonpolitical, objective forum—the courts.

The point here is that  this legislation—both that enacted and tha t proposed— 
may have a dual function. It  may, as does the Environmental Policy Act of 
1969, create  a Government body which may grow into an environmental agency 
with effective powers of supervision and control over both industry and Govern
ment agencies. Second, it may provide avenues for the enormous outpour
ing of national concern for the environment, and channel that enthusiasm 
into constructive avenues. There is no better  answer to those tha t are worried 
over student militancy than to create responsive institu tions which allow the 
citizen to play a  role in the shaping of  his world. The interest is clearly there— 4
as witness the scope and intensity  of the preparat ions for April 22—and if 
Government can find a way to encourage constructive use of tha t interest, the 
environment will be better protected.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Kenyon.
Mr. Scott.

STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS W. SCOTT, COCHAIRMAN, ENVIRO NMEN
TAL ACTION FOR SURVIVAL, UNIVERSITY  OF MICHIGAN, ANN
ARBOR, MICH.

Mr. Scott. Mr. Chairman, as one of the leaders of ENAC T, the 
Environmental Action for Survival at the Univers ity of Michigan,
I am delighted to have this occasion to tell you how much we ap
preciated you and your colleagues, and I may say almost the entire 
membership of the subcommittee trave ling to Ann Arbor, being 
with us, and taking part in our teach-in.

I think you b rought a grea t deal to us, but I believe it is t rue to 
say on the other hand tha t you found much there that you could 
bring  back—both in terms of specific recommendations during  tha t 
hearing and impressions about the seriousness of purpose with which 
we are approaching this whole matter of environmental survivial.

I would like to offer for your record, if you believe it is appropriate, 
a copy of our full teach-in program as an example of the breadth of 
concerns tha t we got into once th at program began to snowball.

(Note.—The ENACT  p rogram for the “Teach- In on the Envi ron
ment,” held  a t the University of Michigan Mar. 10-14, 1970, is in the 
subcommittee files.)

Mr. Scott. I would like to tak e ju st a brief moment here to reflect a ,
little bit, having gone through the experience of that  rath er massive 
teach-in, on some of the conclusions that  I  think one can fairly draw.
In  his address, which was certa inly  the highlight of the teach-in,
Ralph Nader referred to ours as “the generation of critical masses,” 
refe rring to the fact tha t the  problems in a great many areas of  social .
concern are coming to a head simultaneously, just as our generation 
heads toward stage center.

These problems have been growing for a long time. They grow out 
of  a very limited knowledge of what  progress is and what individual 
prosperity implies.

We have come in this movement at a time when we see there is 
something wrong in the way in which our society has defined progress 
and prosperity and security, and these are the questions th at we go to 
as we enter this movement.

This is the  prospect as my generation gets its moment in the pollu
tion-filtered sun, and it is littl e wonder, I think, therefore , tha t we
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joined the  cas t of  “H air ,” which opened ou r prog ram in An n Ar bo r, 
in say ing  we are  go ing to do wh ate ver is necessary  to “let th e su n
shine in .”

Con tra ry  to the Bibli ca l injunction , it  is no t the meek  who  inhe rit  
the  ea rth , bu t the young. I f  ou r experie nce  th er e an d the  experience  
of  co nfer rin g wi th othe r yo uth leaders aro und th e co un try  is  any  fa ir  
sam ple, the you ng are  n ot  g oin g to be meek  a bout in he ri tin g t he  k ind 
of  ea rth  an d th e kind  of  society th at  we see a roun d us.

> W e are the ch ild ren  of  t he  p ostwa r boom an d the  A ge of Aq uariu s,
and we we re jus t ideali sti c e nough to be lieve  th at  th e vision can  become 
a real ity  if  we work .

I th in k it  is im po rtan t to make the po int  t ha t the movem ent is be ing
, exp ressed th ro ug h th e tea ch-in s and othe r youth  act ivi ties. The bu ria l

of  auto mob iles  i n Cal ifo rn ia  and all  t he  thing s you  a re  read ing abou t 
these day s are no t sim ply  negat ive  and destruc tive, al thou gh  the re is 
some of  that .

We affirm lif e and th e fund am en tal ly ina lienable  righ t of  all  life 
to its  ind iv idua lit y an d pe rpetua tio n, its  d iversit y an d liv ing f reed om.  
We  oppose all  th at  would  be lit tle  life, all  th at dem eans its  ch arac ter 
or  de stroys i ts n at ur al  s po nta ne ity , al l th at  sulli es its  beauty  or th re at 
ens  its  surv iva l.

In  ou r time, the cr iti ca l mass of  manm ade  pro blems  has , fo r the  
first tim e, assumed d imens ions which ser iously  do thr ea ten the  surviv al,  
no t ju st  of  indiv idu als , bu t of ou r whole ea rth . Once aware  of  th is  
th re at  and its  rea lity,  how can  we do oth erw ise  th an  to devote eve ry 
means  open to us to  rev ers e the  letha l tre nd s?  Simila rly , how can we 
do oth erw ise  th an  to  oppose  those tre nd s which dem ean  the qu al ity  
of  life —ind ivi du all y o r coll ect ive ly ?

As  one of my col leag ues  in Ca lif ornia said a t one po int , “I f  you  
are  no t go ing  t o live  fo r the ea rth , wh at are  you  go ing  to live  fo r? ”

Th us , I believe ou r at ta ck  on env ironm ental  abuse and ecocata s
tro ph e is no pass ing  fa d,  preci sely  because it  co nfo rms to and unique ly 
expresses the positi ve goals  th at  we feel very str on gly fo r qu ali ty in 
ou r su rro un ding s and qu al ity  in our rel ati on sh ips  to those su rrou nd 
ings an d to  each o the r.

Da vid Brow er chose th e ph rase  in  descri bin g t hi s decade which you 
t an d yo ur  colleagues have  call ed the decade of  the en vi ro nm en t: He

cal led  it a “decade  of  renu nc iat ion.” Two repo rte rs  fro m the De tro it 
Fr ee  Press picked  th at  up  thei r analy sis  of  the teach-in  and sa id :

“T he  teach- in was th e pu rest  essence of  those times, ren ouncing  
not merely  Am erica’s pa st  fa ilu re  to  clean up its  ai r and water , bu t 
its  fa ilu re  to re pa ir  itself  in  othe r ways—stru ctur al ly , mora lly , socially , 
econom ically.”

I  do not  th in k I was ask ed a question more fre qu en tly  by the  mas
sive numb er of news me dia  th at  were in An n Arb or  th an  was th is 
some kind  of cop-out  on th e war, on rac ism  or rep res sion or  t he othe r 
mov eme nts that, draw  at tent io n on campuses.  I  go t ra th er  offended 
by th at  af te r a very sh or t perio d of time, because I th in k the  q ues tion  
imp lies  an ext rem ely  lim ite d sort  of  view  of the capacity of young 
people t o handle  more  issues th an  one a t a  time.

We  are  begin nin g to see—not qu ite  as cle arly as I  th in k we will 
see in  the  months  an d ye ars ahe ad—t hat the re  are connections be tween  
these various  issues t hat  we are  concerned abou t, th at  th e same kin d of
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things  that  lead to the destruction  of our environmental quality are 
reflected in other things  tha t we find reprehensible in our society. 
As those re lationships become clear, then, the issue is going to go to 
the sources, to the roots of the problem. I think tha t is something we 
will have to be alerted to.

I would like to  address myself to two or three of the specific ques
tions tha t the subcommittee has raised in this set of hearings, par 
ticularly  the first question which asks what must Government do to 
strengthen or redirect its existing  programs for environmental pro
tection and improvement. And borrowing rather largely from Mr. 
Xader’s ideas, there are four thing s I  think the Government can do in 
the area of s trengthen ing progra ms :

Fir st of all, the  matter of standards. We have a great many s tatutes 
and regulations tha t set performance standards—quality standards, 
standards for water quality, and so forth. They are largely inadequate 
where they exist. Furthermore, they are enforced by great, tedious 
procedures that  drag on for months  and years at a time with the burden 
of proof falling on some poor citizen who is just tryi ng to protect 
his environment.

We are involved in a case in which we are working with a citizens’ 
group in Escanaba, Mich., to fight the introduction in tha t community 
of a meat corporation kraft paper mill. We are not fighting the mill 
or the need to build a papermaking facility. We are fighting the kraft 
process. I  have been astounded, in going to  various commission meet
ings where permits have been involved, at the degree to which the 
burden falls upon the citizen who is ill-prepared in terms of legal tal 
ent or understanding of procedure but is simply trying to protect 
himself.

The burden of proof quite clearly lies with him, and I thin k this is 
an area in which changes have got to come.

I think one way we might go on this matte r of standards is to call 
for a major review and overhaul of all environmental standards as 
standards instead of looking at jus t the air pollution statutes to see 
how those standards  look, or just the water pollution regulations. We 
must sit down and look at all the standards tha t we have put  to
gether, over the many years we have been doing th at in the Congress 
and in the State legislatures, and look at  the s tandards together. We 
can then  see not only if  they are adequate in and of themselves in any 
part icular case, but also how they relate to each other.

If  in fact  the air  pollution created by the internal-combustion engine 
and other sources puts a grea t many nitra tes in the air  which even
tually cause water pollution, how is tha t ecological interconnection 
reflected in the way we set standards ?

I am reliably told that the people who set water pollution stand
ards do not tal k to the people who have to do with a ir pollution stand
ards. I  th ink someone has to take a look at this. My suggestion is either 
something analogous to the Publ ic Land Law Review Commission, 
which would s it down and take  a look at these standards in  one place, 
or an attempt  to innovate some kind of an institu tional arrangement 
as a subgrouping or task force within the Environmental Quality 
Council and within the overview of  a Congressional Joint Committee 
on the Environment,  which is long overdue in Congress creating.
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A second area tha t I would address myself to here is the area of 
sanctions tha t we apply. They are almost unworkable where they 
exist.

In general, a firm may find it  economically prudent—even where it 
is put in the position of having to pay a fine for polluting under the 
1899 s tatute  or something of th at kind—to absorb the fine as a cost of 
doing business and pass tha t on to the consumer rathe r than responding 
to the so-called sanction by cleaning up the pollution.

Thus, the fine is in effect a use tax for dirtying water or air. But
* unlike the concept of the effluent tax tha t Senator Proxmire has been 

promoting, the fines imposed do not come anywhere  near close to pay
ing the costs for the destruct ion th at the  firm is creating.

So I  think we need to reassess the sanctions that  we have and give
• them a very thoroughgoing review. I  should say that Mr. Nader drew 

sustained applause with  a couple of suggestions th at  he had for new 
sanctions.

He thought it would be useful to follow the model of the bank
ruptcy procedure—in which a trustee is established to look af ter the 
interest of creditors in a bankruptcy proceeding, to use this in the 
case of pollution—and in his words:

If a company continues to make profits while it poisons its neighbors, we 
should develop a kind of environmental bankruptcy, where its operations are 
taken over by t rustees in a trusteeship for peoples’ right to breathe and enjoy 
a pure environment.

He also suggested the meting out of  behavioral  sanctions similar to 
the way a traffic judge sends offenders to a traffic court. Sending a coal 
executive into a coal mine for a while is one of his suggestions.

For  serious offenses against the environment, he suggested sus
pension of activity in a corporat ion for 6 months or suspending the 
president of a company for 6 months from part icipatin g in that com
pany; and he again drew a great deal of response from the audience by 
saying, “If  they do t ha t to students, why not do it to presidents of 
corpora tions?”

Mr. Beuss. Would you require all Congressmen who vote for the 
SST to ride on it  on i ts maiden voyage?

Mr. Scott. No; 1 think I  would have them stationed along the route. 
I think perhaps a rule at the outset which prohib ited Congressmen 

•> from flying on SST would keep them in Washington more frequently.
A third area tha t I think we should go to is the matt er of dis

closure. Mr. Nader, of course, has made a career out of  disclosing th at 
which was not intended to be disclosed. He made the point, which I 
think is true, tha t we know a great deal more about the CIA in pub
lished mate rials available to the public in this country than we know 
about the internal operations  of General Motors or  Standard Oil.

We are tryi ng to do something about General Motors. It  is a huge 
institution. It  is the thi rd  largest institution  in the world—after 
the U.S. Government and the Soviet Union Government comes General 
Motors.

We know very little about it, yet it has massive impacts on our lives. 
The Congress recently passed, I  believe in 1967, the Freedom of In 
formation Act which, as it is beginning to be picked up by conserva
tionists  and by other citizens, is beginning  to have a very telling 
impact.
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(Note.— The law referred to is Publ ic Law 89-487, as amended by 
Public Law 90-23 of June  5, 1967, 81 Stat. 54, 5 IJ.S. Code 552.)

Mr. Scott. What we have got to do, and I have no answer to this, 
is to find some way for a freedom of  information act to reach into cor
porate offices without unduly placing their trade secrets and that  sort 
of thing in jeopardy.

But Mr. Nader made the point tha t to protect a person who is 
polluting the environment by saying that what he is doing is a trade 
secret is just a littl e hit curious to say the least.

Finally, I would say strengthening needs to take place in the area 
of the budget. We have all heard about the $10 billion program for 
water pollution, which does not have $10 billion in it at all. It is ac
tually a step backward.

At the same time th at the President, his family and a head of high *
Government officials are traveling—at very great expense—to Chicago 
to proclaim thei r intention to save the Great Lakes, a severe budget 
cut is having a real and damaging impact on the research program 
of the G reat Lakes Fisheries Laboratory, which is by all accounts the 
finest, most experienced program in fresh water ecology.

This is a very confused issue. You heard about it  in Ann Arbor. It 
has implications to other closings that are going on to meet economy 
measures, but my latest information is in fact 26 people were laid 
off on the 23d of March, and they included researchers.

Whether it is being transfe rred from one agency to another , the re
search program is being damaged, and tha t is the only issue.

Again, with regard to the b udget: Where is the change of priorit ies ?
We are hearing the rhetoric, we are hearing  the change of rhetoric, 
but where is the change of priorities ? Phrases in presidential addresses, 
which I  suppose are useful in diplomat ic exchanges, have no effect on 
cleaning up the environment. Fu nds expended to tell magazine readers 
how much our firm has been doing long before the environment was 
an issue are strict ly eco-pornography.

I am sure you gentlemen enjoy g reat credit for your work on phos
phates and detergents and I am sure you enjoyed, as I  did, the full- 
page advertisement in the New York Times recently by Proc ter &
Gamble in which they told the public tha t phosphates are in fact a 
natural element common in the universe and therefore nothing to 
worry about. I wish they had spent  the money they  spent on tha t ad- *
vertising to get phosphates out of detergents.

Mr. Reuss. I might say in that connection tha t our committee has 
been try ing  for many months to get from the soap and detergent 
companies a comparative statement of what they have spent on re- esearch into removing the pollu tants  from their  product as against 
what they have spent on advertising,  and for some reason we have not 
been able to get that information.

Mr. Scott. I am sorry I don't have that  Proc ter & Gamble ad in 
front of me. There was one phrase in their ad which said something 
to the effect we have placed no upward limit on the amount we are 
willing to spend. They did not say how much they were spending. They 
said they placed no upward limit. Two quite different points of view.

(Note.—The Procter & Gamble Co.'s advertisment, “Questions and 
Answers About Phosphates in Detergents and Their  Possible Effect 
on Our  Lakes and Streams,” is prin ted on pp. 78-80 of II . Kept. 1004,
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“Phosphates in Detergents and the Eutrophica tion of America’s W a
ters,” which is based on a study by the Conservation and Natura l Re
sources Subcommittee.)

Mr. Scott. I think that if we and our colleagues—our generational 
colleagues—are to take seriously all the rhetoric we are hearing these 
days, we need to see one solid bit of evidence that priori ties are chang
ing. My candidate is the SST. I think the proposed Alaska pipeline is 
an equally good case.

I think the SST ought  to be immediately stopped, tha t tha t money 
ought to be used for b etter  purposes. All funding ought to be cut out 
for a project for which private enterprise won’t pay itself. It has got 
no military  value; it is a civilian project entirely.

We ought to forbid any U.S. ca rrier to own or operate any kind of 
SST, ours or anybody else’s. We ought to forbid any foreign carrie r to 
operate any SST’s over our country. I think  that  would take the eco
nomic incentive out of the market for SST’s very quickly. Our pres
tige will not suffer by the act, nor will our environment. Something 
like tha t is going to be required to demonstrate tha t something is 
really happening.

Lacking the opportunity for people to get involved on any other 
level, I  think tha t the courts are becoming a great resource, and I just 
do want to call your attention to the legislation tha t has been drafted by 
Prof . Joseph Sax at the University of Michigan Law School. It  is 
before the Michigan Sta te Legislature, and several others these days, 
and it has recently been introduced in the Congress—in the Senate 
by Senators McGovern and Ha rt and in the House by Congressman 
Udall. In my opinion, it is a comprehensive, well-balanced proposal 
tha t would be a grea t step to opening the courts as the  procedure by 
which we can have access to the General Motors records and that  sort 
of thing.

I want to urge your  study of this par ticu lar bill, and your indi 
vidual cosponsorship with Mr. Udall of the proposal: and I would hope 
tha t all members of the subcommittee would recognize the importance 
of this legislation and join in the efforts to get the Judiciary  Com
mittee to hold hearings on it very quickly.

(Note.—The bill dra fted by Professor Sax, House Rill 3055, was 
passed by Michigan’s House of Representatives on April 21, 1970. It  
is reprinted as appendix 3 of this hear ing record, pp. 337-341. The bill 
introduced by Congressman Udall, H.R. 16436 (identical to S. 3575, 
introduced by Senators McGovern and H ar t),  is reprin ted as appendix 
2, pp. 332-336.)

Mr. Scott. J us t briefly I want to talk  a bit about citizen part icipa
tion. You asked what I think  is a key question : How can citizens par
ticipate? The things  t ha t you need to  have a citizen par ticip ating in 
something like this are : Motivation, a sense of efficacy, a sense tha t if 
you do get involved it will make a difference, information , and leader
ship ; and I th ink there are ways which we can encourage public partic i
pation by working on all of those elements.

Motivation is the easiest for the moment. At the par ticu lar moment 
it is a t a very high peak, and we are constantly asked, “What  can I 
do to help?” There are  people just  looking for ways to get involved.

To improve people’s sense of efficacy, I think  somebody has got to 
take a look at the way civics are talking about in this country. There is
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more absolute misinformation banded out about our forefathers and 
the wonderful system they put together than in any other field. 
Remedial education of civics is essential. From cradle to grave, we 
are inculcated with the very romantic notion tha t we have got a 
simple system th at has been worked out by some yeomen farmers back 
in 1700—and this system really works, you know, it  is the best system 
on earth , and all you, who are concerned about a problem, have got to 
do is to look to the system and the system will magically respond. You 
do not even have to worry about how it happened. You know, you 
vote every so many years and that  is about it.

But  that  is not about it at all, and most citizens have a very, very 
warped unders tanding of how the system works. Of course, they 
cannot get involved or participate in it.

Most citizens in this  country  do not read the Federal  Register, 
which is the usual place th at notice about th ings like the Alaska pipe
line get published. So we are  going to have to develop the kinds of 
mechanisms th at get tha t information out. I t is ha rd to know who to 
hold responsible for a par ticu lar problem.

I was privileged to hear  the other morning some testimony on 
thermal pollution on the Great Lakes given to a Senate field hearing 
by Airs. Lee Botts of Chicago. 1 would like to offer this for your 
record or your files.

She said the basic question for concerned citizens is: “Whom do 
you ask and who has the power?” She has a lovely map here of Lake 
Michigan with  the various boundaries of official jurisdictions.

For  example, the Corps of Engineers divides Lake Michigan into 
two zones: The Detro it office has hal f and some o ther  office has the 
other half. Tha t dividing l ine does not correspond to the  dividing line 
between the  States of Wisconsin and Michigan, and none of it cor
responds to the lines of jurisdiction in th at area for  the Federal Water 
Pollu tion Control Administration—none of which corresponds to any
thing else. I t is just a hodge-podge.

This map is just  a classic. So how can you find who has got the  au
thority  ? It  is the old idea of divide and conquer. If  you spread the 
authority  around enough, nobody will be responsible. This is the bu
reaucratic ideal, I  suppose, but it does not answer the questions tha t 
need to be answered about atomic powerplants on Lake Michigan.

(Note.—The testimony of Mrs. Lee Botts, representing the Open 
Lands  Project , Chicago, Ill. , before Senator Phi lip A. Har t’s Sub
committee on Energy,  Natural  Resources, and the Environment, on 
March 30, 1970, is in the subcommittee files.)

Mr. Scott. I think what  we are going to have to look for  is some
thin g like an environmental ombudsman or some kind of environ
mental information center  where citizens can go. Right now the youth 
group in Ann Arbor  is serving th is function. We get calls from people 
who have been frus trate d for  months about some particu lar problem. 
W e are the only place they can tu rn to, and generally we do not have 
the information, but we try  to find it  for them.

I thin k this has got to come about. I think tha t nothing could be 
more impor tant than taking  a look a t the tax laws which affect c iti
zens’ organizations working in the public interest and what happened 
to the Sierra  Club. It  essentially emasculates any ability they have 
to get involved in real political  action. Yet, simultaneously business
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co rpo rat ion s and ot he r ves ted  int ere sts  ar e able to wr ite  off expenses 
to wh at amoun ts to  lob by ing  and camp aig ns as a cost of  doing  busi
ness. Th e hypocri sy is phe nom ena l.

I  th in k t hat h as t o be looked into —to  come to the  very  difficult prob 
lem of def inin g a class of  org an iza tio ns  th at  wo rk fo r the  public  in 
tere st and  receive exemptions from  the  tax  problems  th at they p resent ly 
live  under .

I  guess t he  final th in g I  w ould  l ike to  su ggest  is the  id ea of  bu ild ing  
into eve ry kin d of  ac tiv ity  th at  affec ts the  envir onme nt som ething 
very ana logous  to wha t we all hav e lea rne d abou t in the  space  pr o
gram —li ttl e holds th at  ar e autom ati ca lly  b ui lt int o the countdown, to 
check  th ings  ou t at  ever y sta ge  in  case  an y problem comes u p.

We  ough t to  hav e a pro ced ure  whe reby if  any two people come up  
• an d raise th ei r ha nd s an d say ,” I  don’t th in k th at  pip eline  in Alaska

is a good ide a,” if  t hey are a qual ified  people,  t ha t in sta nt ly  goes into 
a hold.

Th en  t he re  is a 60-clay, or  a  y ear's,  cooling-off perio d to  look at  the  
problem . I  t hi nk  these kind s of  hold s have go t to be bu ilt  i nto  zoning 
pro vis ion s and othe r ki nd s of  th ing s.

Gener ally, when peo ple  ge t wo rried  abo ut a problem  and are  
rea dy  to get  involved an d pa rt ic ip ate as citi zens, it was ju st  at the 
tim e the decis ion was ma de—yeste rda y. They rea d it  in th ei r news
papers,  and news papers pr in t wh at  happened yeste rda y. By  and 
large,  the  op po rtu ni ty  to g et  invo lved  ju st  does not  exist.

(Mr. S co tt’s pre pa red s tat em en t fo llo ws:)

Prepared Statement of Douglas W. Scott, Cociiairman, ENACT (E nviron
mental Action for Survival), the University of Michigan, *Vnn Arbor, 
Mich .

Mr. Scott. Mr. Chairman, I am Douglas Scott. As cochairman of ENACT (en
vironmental action for survival) at the University of Michigan I am happy to 
have this occasion to tell you, on the record, how delighted we were to have 
this subcommittee in Ann Arbor during our recent teach-in on the  environment 
Both in your formal hearin g and individually, the members of this subcom
mittee brought much to our sessions. You also found, I trus t, much to take 
away with you in the form of specific ideas and action proposals and in 
impressions of the seriousness of purpose with which we are approaching this 
whole matte r of environmental survival.

The program which was offered during the Ann Arbor teach-in is a good ex- 
ample, I think, of the breadth and depth of interest we are taking. I would 
therefore like to  offer, for inclusion in your record here today, the full teach-in 
program schedule.

YO UT H AND TH E ENVIR ONMENT

Because we at the University  of Michigan have already  gone through our 
* teach-in activities, I would like to take a moment to reflect upon some of the

conclusions one can fairly draw from the nature of our program and the re
sponse of our audiences.

In his address—a highligh t of the  teach-in—Ralph Nader referred to ours as 
“the generation of c ritical  masses.” By this he meant tha t today problems in a 
great  many areas  of social concern a re coming to a head simultaneously. These 
problems have been growing for a long period, while previous generations, for 
whatever reason, tolera ted them as little  more than  the unpleasant  but unim
portant side effects and biproducts of the rush toward progress and individual 
prosperity. Today, as these problems reach critica l momentum and force all 
around us, we are rejecting the old s tandards of progress and individual pros
perity which allowed them to emerge. For we recognize that  these problems, taken 
together, seriously threaten  to move the last step from critical to jus t plain 
lethal. This is the prospect for my generation’s moment in the pollution-filtered 
sun. Little wonder then that we, like the cast of “Ha ir” which opened our
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teach-in, are uniting behind the demand tha t we do whatever is necessary to 
“Let the Sunshine In .”

Contrary  to the Biblical injunction, it is not the meek who inherit the earth, 
but the young. The young people who filled every event of our teach-in to 
capacity, the young people with whom I have conferred at recent meetings and 
conferences, and the young people organizing and working throughout the 
country  have no intention of remaining meek and quiet as thei r future  and the 
quality of their lives are bankrupt around them.

Martin Luther King evoked a strong image when, in his final address in 
Memphis, he said tha t what happened to him now was not so important as the 
continued momentum of the movement he had built. “For I have been to the 
mountain top,” he said, “and I have looked over.” We, too, have been up on the 
mountain tops and tantilized by the prospect of a better life, a be tter world. From 
our cradles we have heard the ideals of our society and institu tions intoned. We 
have accepted the  goals they sugges t: A better life for all, in which all  men are 
brothers, in which peace is our objective on every front, in which life is prac
ticed diligently and life’s environment treated with proper reverence. We, the 
children of the postwar boom and the Age of Aquarius, have been idealistic 
enough (naive enough) to believe th is vision can become reality. We find it our 
own responsibility, therefore, to work to see it unfold.

Thus our movement—such as it is—against pollution and environmental degra
dation is not simply negative and destructive. We affirm life and the funda
mentally inalienable right  of all life to its  individual ity and perpetuation, its 
diversity  and living freedom. We oppose all tha t would belittle life, all t ha t de
means it s characte r or destroys it s n atural spontaneity, all tha t sullies its beauty 
or threa tens its survival.

In our time the critical mass of manmade problems has, for the first time, 
assumed dimensions which seriously do threaten the survival, not jus t of indi
viduals, but of our whole earth. Once aware of this thre at and its reality, how 
can we do otherwise than to devote every means open to us to reverse the lethal 
trends?  Similarly, how can we do otherwise than to oppose those trends which 
demean the quality of life—individually or collectively?

These are probings toward an understanding of this movement which has. 
perhaps urfintentionally, swept us up, altering fundamentally the devotions of 
our careers and lives. As a California graduate student  recently put it:  “If you 
don’t live for the  earth, what can you live for?”

Thus I believe our attack upon environmental abuse and eco-catastrophes is no 
passing fad, precisely because it confroms to and uniquely expresses the positive 
goals of quality in our surroundings and in our re lationships to those surround
ings and to each other.

And thus  the changes we fell compelled to advocate are, in many cases abso
lutely fundamenta l. They reach to the heart of our society and i ts institutions— 
from boardroom to bedroom. They are revolutionary in character, because the 
circumstances in which we find ourselves require tha t the changes be funda
mental. far-reaching and rapid. Extremism in the defense of life is not neces
sarily  to be condemned. I say this not in advocacy of violent or extreme tactics— 
I abhor these—but in recognition that  extreme danger may well necessitate re
sponses of similar character.

The members of th is subcommittee, and others, have joined in calling this the 
Decade of the Environment, and so it  must  be. David Brower calls it the “decade 
of renunciation,” and two Detroit Free Press reporters  used his phrase in their 
charac teriza tion of the Ann Arbor teach-in :

“The teach-in was the pures t essence of those times, renouncing not merely 
America’s past  failu re to clean up its air  and water, but its failure to repair 
itself in  other ways—structurally, morally, socially, economically.”

But, again, the renunciation is not negative—it is cast in terms of an afirma- 
tion of life and the qual ity life might yet atta in.

For your consideration, I would like to include in your record today the Detroit 
Free Press news analysis I quoted above and another retrospective article pub
lished in this  week’s issue of Saturday  Review by Barry Commoner.

QU ESTIO NS RAISED BY THE SUBCOM MITTEE

While each of the broad questions you have posed is important. I cannot pre
sume to address them all. I would like to go into two of them in particular, 
however.

“1. What  must Government do to strengthen or redirect its existing programs 
for environmental protection and improvement?”



There are four areas in which strengthen ing of programs seems long overdue.
(a ) Standards.—The enforcement and performance stand ards written into 

much of the present environmental legislation are simply inadequate. Even the 
enforcement of these stan dard s usually requires a long and tedious proceeding 
in which the burden of proof falls to the citizen protesting  degradation of his 
environment.

A major review and overhaul  of all such environmental stand ards and th eir en
forcement procedures appears desirable. Such a review would serve to assess 
the utility and impact of each particular kind of s tandard in its own right. But 
it would also provide a  single forum to assess the interrelation ship of standa rds 
in one field to those in another . How, for example, do the airshed air quality 
stand ards relate to the rive r basin water  quality  standard s in overlapping geo
graphical areas? At the moment we have divided these two functions into sepa
rate  agencies, leaving the question of inte rrelationships  in doubt.

It  is my view tha t all of these performance and quality  standards, in every 
area, need to be thoroughly reassessed and considerably strengthened  if they are 
to serve as a useful tool for controlling degradation.

The mechanism for under taking such a review might well consist of est ablish
ing an exj>ert commission on the analogy of the Public Land Law Review Com
mission which is working to sort out and properly relate  the body of confused 
public land laws and regulations. Or, this might be an opportunity to develop 
an innovative institutional arrangement as a task force or subcommission under 
the struc ture of the Environmental Quality Council (bu t with special, aug
mented staffing), working with the overview of a Join t Committee on the En
vironment which the Congress should promptly establish.

The role and organization of the Congress in this mat ter is, I suspect, a major 
source of the problem as things now stand. Each standard-set ting procedure and 
agency is the special province of a different committee, leaving in serious doubt 
the Congress effective ability to coordinate these matters .

(b ) Sanctions.—The sanctions we a re willing to impose on those responsible 
for environmental havoc are  pitiful ly weak, in those instances where they exist 
at all. In his address to our Teach-In, Ralph Nader made this a key point, citing 
the 19(57 air  pollution sta tute as being “almost unworkable in terms of applied 
sanctions.” In addition to being weak, the sanctions can generally be imposed 
only af ter terribly drawn out pro cedural complexities which quite effectively dis
courage or simply wear out even the most highly motivated citizen seeking 
redress.

Moreover, the sanctions have no real bite in most cases. Thus we have the 
specter of a firm which finds it  economically p rudent (in  the perversity  of our 
economic analysis) to absorb the  minimal fine for pollution as a cost of doing busi
ness, rath er than responding t o this so-called sanction by discontinuing the pol
luting behavior. Thus these fines become, in effect, a use tax  for continuing pol
lution. But, unlike the effluent tax  concept proposed by Senator Proxmire and 
others (which deserves very serious consi deration), the fines now imposed never 
come even close to repaying the actual cost of damages perpe trated  upon society 
and the environment.

A thorough, in tegrated  review of all sanctions in this field is thus also needed. 
This might be accomplished by the same mechanism I have suggested to review 
standard s. In both cases, the emphasis of the review’ must be strengthening of 
these devices which a re our principal  means of confront ing environmental  abuses 
effectively.

Mr. Nader had, incidentally, several ideas for sanctions which were very well 
received by his audience. He called for an analog in the environmental field to the 
trusteeship procedures used to protect creditors  when a bankrupcy is declared. 
In his own words: “If a company continues to make profits w’hile it poisons its  
neighbors, we should develop a kind of environmental bankrupcy, where its oper
ations a re taken over by tru stees  in a t rusteeship  for  people’s righ t to brea the and 
enjoy a pure environment.” Mr. Nader also suggested meting out behavioral 
sanctions similar to the way in which judges send offenders to traffic school. 
Sending the coal company execut ives into the mines for a while was his example, 
or requiring utility executives to live in apartm ents righ t under thei r own 
smokestacks. For serious offenses against the common environment, he sug
gested “suspension of activity in a corporation for 6 months * * * if they do t ha t 
to students, why not do it to presiden ts of corpora tions?”

(c ) Disclosure.—Mr. Nader also made the point tha t we know a good deal 
more about the CIA in the published materials in thi s country  than wTe know about 
the intern al operations of General Motors or Standard Oil. Yet these major 
institu tions have a  huge impact on our lives and our environment.
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The Federal Freedom of Information Act now provides a vital tool for citizens 
seeking disclosure of governmental materials  and information. We have no such 
recourse in trying  to learn about the impact of the great corporations on our lives. 
I have no answer to th is problem, hut I believe it is very real and that we need to 
develop means of overcoming it.

(<Z) The final area in which strengthening is possible and necessary is that of 
the budget.—For all of the loose talk about saving the environment, we have 
seen absolutely nothing tha t indicates a serious intention to reorder priorities 
in this regard. The $10 billion program for water pollution abatement i sn’t really 
a $10 billion program a t al. At the same time th at the President,  his family, and 
a herd of high Government officials are traveling—at  very grea t expense—to 
Chicago to proclaim their  intention to save the Great Lakes, a severe budget 
cut is having a real and damaging impact on the research program of the Great 
Lakes Fisheries Laboratory, which is by all accounts the finest, most experienced 
program in fresh water ecology.

The same point is made when we talk  about redirecting programs. Lack of 
funds is pleaded at every tu rn, yet the civilian supersonic t ransp ort boondoggle 
continues apace, the highway tru st fund continues to relentlessly redouble the 
resources supporting the  tunnel-vision construction of more and more highways, 
and a great deal of concrete is thrown around the environment with next to no 
control or direction.

One of the earliest and most obvious results  of the sudden movement of 
environmental interest has been a sharp upswing in public relations and ad
vertising budgets, both in Government and in business. But phrases in Presiden
tial addresses—which may be useful in playing diplomatic games with other 
powers—have no effect on cleaning up the environment. And funds expended 
to tell magazine readers how much “our firm” has been doing “long before the 
environment was an issue” a re stric tly ecopornography. Any company publishing 
such advertisements is, in my view, missing the entire point about redirecting 
resources and priorities. If  they are doing so in hopes tha t this will keep the 
natives quiet and happy or that rhetoric can buy off our environmental concern, 
they are  in for a rude shock.

To be specific: I would like to see this country back off from the SST pro
gram, remove all further  funding  for this project which are loudly vaunted 
private, capital ist system clearly refuses to undertake without  Federal .subsidy, 
and legally forbid any U.S. air  carr ier from using any SST (ours or someone 
elses) over U.S. territory. Similarly, foreign carrier s should be forbidden to 
bring the sonic boom, upper atmospheric turbulence and pollution, and con
spicuous consumption for the jets et over our teritory. Our prestige will not suf
fer by this act—nor will our environment.

Something like this is going to  be required, something vivid and very clearcut, 
if the skeptics among the young are  going to feel t hat any real response is being 
made to thei r plea tha t we “Give Ear th a Chance.”

One answer to the  difficulties of standards, sanctions, disclosure, and the other 
procedural wrangles which confront the citizen, is the opening of the courts to 
environmental actions. This subject is receiving much attention.  While I am 
not a lawyer, I have very carefully studied the model statute  drafted by Prof. 
Joseph Sax of the University of Michigan Law School. This statute  is now being 
considered by the  Michigan Legislature (H.B. 3055) and has been introduced in 
a modified version in the Congress as S. 3575 (McGovern and Hart) and H.R. 
1(1436 (Udall) . It  is a comprehensive, well-balanced proposal which deserves the 
support of every Member of Congress who is now clambering onto this band
wagon. I want to urge your study of this bill, your individual cosponsorship 
with Mr. Udall, and your active efforts to seek prompt committee action and 
enactment of the measure.

The other  question to which I want to respond has to do with citizen partic 
ipation. This involves two of your questions :

“5. How can we encourage more public participation in the consideration of 
proposals tha t affect the environment?

“6. How can we make public agencies and officials more responsive to en
vironmental concerns in the admin istrat ion of environmental programs?”

Consider the prerequisites for effective citizen participation. A person must 
be motivated to get involved. At this stage, the environmental crisis is moti
vating many people to try to get involved. One hears very frequently the ques
tio n: “What can one person do?” A person must also have a sense of efficacy— 
if he gets involved he must feel his involvement can help. This is really a bene- 
fit/cost  matte r, in which a person weighs the costs of involvement against  the
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benefits be expects may result. A person must—and this is crucial—have in for
mation about the issue at hand, about the substance of the question, about the 
decision procedures involved, the timing for useful involvement, and about the 
proper point at which to involve himself. Finally, leadership is essential, for it 
is leadership—whether coming from a public-spirited Congressman or a con
servation ist organization—which can help put all the other pieces together.

To “encourage more public partic ipation’’ will involve working with each of 
these foregoing points. Motivation will be the easiest, since people are already 
concerned and questioning. But more people must be motivated. Conservation 
has, for a long time, been a movement dominated by an  affluent stratum of so
ciety. While it might—and often did—try to voice the  concerns of other citizens, 
it did not involve them. This is changing, and the change must be encouraged.

To improve peoples’ sense of efficacy in public decisionmaking is a timely 
and urgent problem going well beyond the environment issue. It is my personal 
feeling that the fau lt lies largely with the abysmal way in which we are taught 
about our political system in civics courses. We grow up with an image in 
our minds of a magic system which, simply because it is the best around 
and because our forefathe rs said so, is presumed to be magically responsive to 
citizen concerns. There is very little emphasis on the need for hard work in 
being an effective citizen, and none whatsoever on telling people how the  system 
does, in fact, operate. The Congress, as I do not need to tell you gentlemen, is 
surely the most misunderstood institut ion we have. People cannot be expected 
to partic ipate in a system they feel remote from and which they simply do 
not understand. Worse, they may try to participate on the basis of a mistaken 
idea of how it works, resulting in ineffectivenesSj frus trat ion and, ultimately, 
bitterness. Sloppiness such as this might be tolerable in passive times, but we 
live in activist times and some crash program to (1) revamp the institut ions 
and (2) properly inform citizen about the system are very badly needed.

The key issue in partic ipation is, however, information. This is by far the 
greatest hangup now. You cannot get effectively involved in decisions on the 
basis of newspaper accounts, because they don’t tell you what you need to 
know in time to be effective. Television documentaries about “Who Killed 
Lake Erie?” are fine for arousing peoples’ anxieties and motivation to get 
involved, but they cause more harm than good when they give the viewer 
absolutely no clue as to how to be involved.

The best means, for the activist, is through his membership in groups, 
which will keep tabs on developments and call them to his attention, pointing 
out what channels of involvement are most timely. Tha t is the key to effective 
involvement—and tha t function is severely curta iled by tax laws and regulations 
which discriminate against such activities by citizen, public-interest organiza
tions while openly perm itting (indeed, encouraging) the same activities by other 
kinds of limited, special interests. This circumstance is, in my view, catast rophic 
in its imbalance to the favor of developers and despoiler and the s tatus  quo.

I therefore urge th is subcommittee to look into this circumstance and to docu
ment in its usual thorough way, the imbalance in participa tion which results 
from this tax inequity. Procedures must be found to open up this system, if 
citizens are to be adequately involved in any effective way.

The other  proposal for action tha t I have in this area  arises by analogy from 
the space program. We are  all familiar with the “holds” which are built into 
the space shot countdowns to permit technical adjustments . We need to similarly 
build “holds” into the decision processes by which environmental damage might 
occur. This, of course, is the effect tha t would follow from the double permit 
procedures this subcommittee discussed in the Hunting  Creek case. It can be 
applied more widely, however, by inserting “holds” at the planning, financing, 
zoning request, and other stages of project  development. Such holds might help 
us overcome the stupid argument tha t jus t because we have invested a few 
millions of dollars in a boondoggle such as the Cross Florida Barge Canal or 
the SST. we have a sunk cost tha t we ought not to waste by giving it up. This 
idea of built-in holds ought to be considered at the same time standards and 
sanctions are reassessed, as  I have already discussed.

CONCLUSION

We are  seeing a very sudden surge of environmental interest in this country. 
The “system” is responding, but slowly and superficially to this new interest. 
It is our job—yours by following through on the probings you are making 
here, mine by working to assure  tha t this is no passing fad—to speed up the 
response and to get i t out of the public relations departm ent and into real action.
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The symbol and motto we chose for the University of Michigan Teach-In on 
the Environment was the simple pl ea : Give Ear th a Chance. Some people 
described this as a too simple “quiet ist” slogan. But it is much more, for con
sider the implications. To truly give earth a chance will require fundamental 
changes in patterns  of personal and collective behavior humankind have dis
played for centuries. To truly give ea rth  a change will require tha t these changes 
occur very soon. Your leadership and your cooperation in giving leadership to 
our energies and a hearing to our concerns is, to cite a phrase not heard ringing 
in the halls  of Congress too often, “righ t on.”

Thank you.
(Note.—The Detroit Free Press  story and the article by Dr. Barry 

Commoner to which Mr. Scott refer red follow:)
[F ro m  th e S a tu rd ay  Re vie w,  Ap r. 4, 197 0]

B ey on d t h e  T ea c h - I n 

(By Bar ry Commoner)
The environmental movement has become a  kind of theate r where the deep- 

seated issues of a troubled world come under the spotlight, have their  turns, 
and interact .

The sudden public concern with the environment has taken many people by 
surprise. After  all, garbage, foul air, putr id wate r, and mindless noise are nothing 
new; the sights, smells, and sounds of pollution have become an accustomed 
burden of life. To be sure, the mess has worsened and spread in the last decade, 
but not a t a rate to match the dramatic, nearly universal reaction to it tha t has 
hit the country in the past year.

Although the growing demand for action against environmental pollution is 
very clear, it is not so clear how the movement came about and where it is 
going. This is a particu larly crucial time to find out. For the environmental 
teach-ins tha t are  being planned on thousands of campuses this month are both 
the chief evidence of the origins of the movement and the main force tha t will determine its future .

Several environmental teach-ins have already taken place, the largest  of them 
being tha t of March 11-14 a t the University of Michigan, where the roster of 
speakers and participants was dramatic evidence tha t the environmental move
ment has become a meeting place for major and divergent elements of American 
society.

The kick-off rally for the teach-in, attended by 15,000 enthusiastic students, 
was addressed by Michigan’s Governor Milliken, and a number of other  munici
pal, State, and Federal officials were present—testimony to the importance gov
ernment figures attach to voter interest in the environment.

Among the teach-in speakers were a variety of scientists with a professional 
interest in the environment: biologists, ecologists, engineers, sociologists, urban 
analysts, and public health experts. This reflects one of the earli est origins 
of the environmental movement—the work of those of us in the scientific com
munity who, some years ago, began to detect in our own studies evidence that  
pollution i s not only a nuisance but a thr ea t to the health, even the survival, of mankind.

The well-known performers Arth ur Godfrey and Eddie Albert—both ardent 
conservationists and antipollut ionists—were teach-in partic ipants,  lending the 
prestige of the world of entertainment. Ralph Nader, another teach-in partici 
pant, spoke for the consumer and dealt  with the failure of our technological 
society to meet the real needs of those who live in it.

Industry was represented by officers of the Detroit Edison Co., Ford Motor 
Co., Dow Chemical Co., and others—all industries tha t bear a large responsi
bility for serious pollution problems. The interest of these companies in public 
concern with the environment has become a matter of direct corporate necessity.

Labor was represented by Walter Reuther, whose union—the United Automo
bile Workers—opposed the construction about 5 years ago of Detroit Edison’s 
Fermi reactor, located about 5 miles outside Detroit. Through an educational 
program, the  UAW has developed a broad interes t in environmental quality, and 
tha t consideration is now included among UAW contract demands.

That the president of the  Dow Chemical Co. was invited to speak at  Michigan 
reveals another important element in the environmental movement. Dow has
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been, of course, a prime targ et of the antiw ar movement; its campus recruiting 
program has triggered many demonstrations by student  activists, who ci te the 
hold of the military-industr ial complex on U.S, policy as a reason why our 
social system must be radica lly changed. And the activis ts had thei r representa
tives on the roster of teach-in speakers—one being Murray Bookchin, an environ
mental analys t who takes a socio-revolutionary approach to this and other social 
ills. F inally, the speech tha t closed the teach-in was given by Richard Hatcher, 
mayor of Gary, Ind., a city that suffers the specially intense environmental 
problems of a largely black population.

The Michigan teach-in epitomized the remarkable convergence around the 
environmental issue of a number of earlier, separa te concerns: conservation, 
scientists’ responsibility for  the social consequences of science and technology, the 
consumer movement, the young generation’s feeling for a more humane life-style, 
the businessman’s worries over the impact of all of these on industrial  profits, the 
problem of the ghetto and urban  decay, the an tiwar movement, and student activ
ism against the Nation’s social and economic system. Somehow, the issue of 
environmental quality  touches all these separate  facets of the crisis of American 
society.

i can report from my own experience tha t there is a close link betw’een the 
problem of war and the problem of the environment. My concern with the envi
ronment does not stem from my professional tra ining; I was tra ined as a cellular 
biologist, not as an ecologist. But I also learned tha t science is par t of society 
and tha t every scientist owes it to himself, and to the society tha t supports 
him, to be concerned with the impact of science on social problems. And i t was 
the problem of war tha t first introduced me to the environmental  crisis. In the 
1950s, when nuclear tests first showered the world with fallout,  and the Atomic 
Energy Commission showered the Nation with assurances tha t radiat ion was 
“harmless,” I studied, along with many other scientists, the path tha t fallout  
takes in the environment from the bomb to man. And I was shocked to learn tha t 
nuclear radiat ion is never harmless, to the ecosystem or to man. Tha t is when 
I began to appreciate the importance of the  environment to man. It  was the AEC 
tha t turne d me into an ecologist.

There are specific links between the environmental crisis, the evils of war 
in general, and the war in Vietnam in partic ular.  One link can be seen in the 
economics of war and of pollution. Tha t our industria l system is heavily 
sustained by the m ilitary  diversion of human and natura l resources from human 
needs has been demonstrated cogently by numerous observers; the military- 
industria l complex was not a myth to President Eisenhower, nor is it to the 
stockholders in major American industries. Wha t is less known, but can be 
equally well documented, is th at  the profitability of most American industry 
and agricu lture has been re lated  significantly to the ir avoidance of a large cost 
of doing business—environmental deterioration. For  example, the power industry, 
a major cause of urban  air pollution, sells electricity  to its consumers for a 
certain amount of money, but those same consumers pay an added cost for 
the environmental consequences of the power they buy—in laundry bills caused 
by soot, and in doctor bills (and  some reduction in thei r l ife expectancy) caused 
by su lfur dioxide and organic a ir  pollutan ts from powerplants. The dol lar value 
alone of these “social costs” of air  pollution tha t we now know of—and many 
remain unknown—adds about 25 percent to the city dweller’s electric bill.

Some economists assert that  the economic system could readily adjust  itse lf to 
this situation by undertaking the  cost of preventing pollution and adding tha t 
cost to the real price of its products. Such a readjustm ent would affect the cost 
to the consumer, not only of power but of all manufactured goods (nearly every 
factory  pollutes the a ir and wa te r) , of transportat ion (cars, trucks, and airplanes 
are  major polluters of ai r),  and of food (U.S. agriculture, through its use of 
intensive fertilization and feedlots for fattening cattle to high-priced grades, 
bears a major responsibility for water pollut ion; organic wastes  from U.S. feed- 
lots exceed those produced by the  total  U.S. urban  popula tion). It  may be tha t 
the economic system can get along without the  crutch provided by the diversion of 
environmental costs to the people, and tha t it  can get along without the crutch 
of milita ry production. But thus  fa r it hasn’t, and one can at  least suspect that  
in both cases the  crutch  has become a support essential to th e system’s stability.

Another close link between the problems of war and the environment is tha t 
both represent the inability of our technology to foresee its  own inherently fata l 
environmental flaws. Like detergents—which, much to their  developers’ surprise, 
failed to be accommodated by na tura l water systems and bloomed into unsight ly
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mounds of foam on ou r rive rs—or tlie unantic ipat ed ecological backlash of DDT, 
the Nat ion’s wa r program can he viewed as a vast  technological blunder . When, 
in the 1950s, the  Pentagon and its scientific advisers  decided to hang  the Na
tion’s defen se on nucle ar weapons, they did not know wha t the scientific com
muni ty has  since told them : It  will not wor k; no Nation  can surv ive a nucle ar 
war. Remember that  in 1956 Eisen hower campaigned for  con tinued nuc lear  tests  
in pa rt  because “by the most sober  and responsible scientific judg men t they do 
not imperil the heal th of man.” Eig ht years late r, Johnson praised  the nuclear 
tes t ban treaty , because it “halt ed the steady, menacing incre ase of radioactive 
fal lou t.” The Pentagon also told  scie ntis ts that  it would not use herbic ides in 
Vietnam if it believed t ha t these agents would have “long term ecological effects” 
on that  tor tured land. Now we know from scientific evidence th at  mangrove 
are as of Vietnam will not recover from herbic ide atta cks  for  at  least 20 years. 
Indeed, because of herbicide at tack s not only on forest are as but on food crops, 
toge ther  with  the massive ass aul ts by more conventional weapons, the war  in 
Vietnam represents , in my opinion, the  firs t ecological wa rfa re conducted by the 
United Sta tes  since the atta cks  on American Indians. The technological fai lure  
of biological warfa re as a suitable  mean s of defense (for the re is no way to test 
arti ficial infec tious  agents, much less use them, withou t incurr ing  serious risks  
to ourse lves)  was recen tly acknowledged when the  Government ordered the 
abandonm ent of its enti re biological wa rfa re  program.

If  the re is litt le reason to reg ard  the  environmental  movement as a diversion 
from the  an tiw ar movement, its  relation to the rac ial issue is less clear. Some 
approaches  to the envi ronmental problem seem to run counter to the  interests  
of the  blacks. This was dramatize d recently  at  San Jose Sta te College, where, 
as a symbol of environmental rebellion, a stud ent program was climaxed by the 
bur ial of a brand new car . The event was picked by black studen ts who believed 
the $2,500 paid for the car  could have been bet ter spent in the ghetto.

The San Jose burial reflects a personalized att ack on the e nvironmen tal crisis,  
an approach  that  is now fa irly  common among some student groups. They reason 
that  pollution in the  United State s is caused by the excessive consumption of 
goods and resources , a favorit e sta tis tic  being that  the  United Sta tes  conta ins 
about 6 perce nt of the world’s population but  consumes half of the planet's tota l 
goods and resources. Since the waste s generated  by thi s intense consumption 
pollu te our  environment, the  eco-ac tivis t is advised  to “consume less.” In the  ab
sence of the added sta tis tic  that  in the United States the per  cap ita  consump
tion  by b lacks is much lower tha n th at  of whites, such observations are  not likely  
to arouse th e enthusiasm  of blacks.

Disaffilia tion of blacks from the environmental  movement would be par ticu
larly unfortu nate, because in many ways blacks are  the special victims of pollu
tion and have much to teach whi tes abou t survival. A white  suburbanit e can 
escape from the c ity’s d irt , smog, carbon monoxide, lead, and noise when he goes 
hom e; the ghetto dwelle r not only works in a polluted environment, he lives in 
it. And in the  ghet to he confron ts added environmental prob lems : rat s and 
other vermin and the danger  of his chi ldren’s su ffering  lead poisoning when they 
eat bits of ancient, peeling paint . To middle-c lass Americans, surv ival  is not a 
fam ilia r issue. They have not yet learned  how to  face such a soul-shaking th rea t, 
as dem onst rated  by the continued fai lur e to app reci ate that  the existence of 
read y-alarme d nuclear weapons may bring doomsday as close a s tomorrow. For  
blacks, the  issue of surv ival  is 200 y ear s old. If  they have not yet mastered it, 
they at  lea st have had a good d eal of exper ience th at  may be enormously valu 
able to a society that  now, as a whole, must face the th reat  of ext inction. Blacks 
need the environmental movement, and  the  movement needs the  blacks.

Confusion between cer tain  aspects  of the  environmental movement and othe r 
social issues is also generated  by the  view th at  the  form er is closely connected 
to the  popula tion crisis. In one sense, thi s belie f is valid, for  clea rly the world 
population canno t continue to grow at its  present rapid rat e (largely  in under
developed countries) without eventually  ou trun ning th e capaci ty of th e p lane tary  
ecosystem to produce sufficient food to  sus tain  it. Bu t some environmen talists hold 
that  in an advanced coun try like the  United Sta tes “the pollution problem is a 
consequence of population.” This  view leads to the idea th at  the  environmental 
crisis in the  U.S., which clear ly cal ls for dra stic  action,  can be solved only i f we 
take s tron g act ion to  stop th e grow th o f the U.S. population.

A good deal of the confusion sur rounding priori ties  can be c leare d up by some 
facts.  Near ly all of the  stres ses th at  have caused the environmental breakdown 
here—smog, detergents , insectic ides, heavy  use of ferti lize rs, rad iat ion —began 
about  20 to  25 years ago. T hat period saw a sha rp rise in the per  capi ta produc-
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tion of pollutants. For example, between 1946 and 1966 total utilization of fer 
tilizer increased about 700 percent, electric power nearly 400 percent, and pes
ticides more than 500 percent. In tha t period the U.S. population increased by 
only 43 percent. This means tha t the major factor responsible for increasing pol
lution in the U.S. since 1946 is not the increased number of people, but the in
tensified effects of ecologically fa ulty technology on the environment.

So the environmental movement—and the teach-ins tha t signal its mergence 
as a major political force—has become a meeting place for  the major issues tha t 
trouble American society. This is its strength, and this  is the importance of its 
futu re course.

Demands for action dominate the environmental movement, and wide-ranging 
programs of action a re being organized. Some are direct, personal efforts to c lear 
up the environment, such as  community-wide campaigns to remove the junk from 
a stream bed. Some are politically oriented demonstrations, such as the delivery 
of a mass of beer cans to the lawn of a can manufac turer ’s home. Petition cam
paigns directed at remedial legislation abound, and legislators have been busy 
trying to reflect in law the new desire of their constituents for a clean environ
ment. There are strong indications tha t on most campuses the curren t teach-ins 
will lead to environmental action’s becoming a major, continuing feature  of cam
pus life.

Of course, there are those who regard the environmental movement as only 
the lates t in a series of ephemeral fads for political action, doomed like it s pred
ecessors—civil rights, the  ant iwar movement, and student power—to rise to an 
enthusiastic peak and fade away before the hard, intransigen t realities of politi
cal life. I disagree.

Tha t danger does exist, fo r there  are no easy solutions to the fundamental prob
lems of the environmental crisis. Some of the superficial symptoms can be at 
tacked directly : Creeks can be cleared of junk and beer cans can be collected. 
But no band of ac tivists can return a river  to an unpolluted state when the pol
luting agent is fertil izer draining from the surrounding farmland. And if the 
farmers were abrupt ly required to halt thei r intensive use of fertilizer, often 
crucial to the solvency of thei r operation, they would simply go out of business.

Once we look beyond its immediate accessible symptoms, the environmental 
crisis confronts us with very hard, inescapable choices. I f we really want to cure 
the evil of water pollution, we will have to make dras tic revisions in present 
waste-treatment methods, for these overfertilize the algae in the water, which soon 
die, reimposing on rivers and lakes the very burden of organic waste tha t the 
treatment  was supposed to remove. The natu ral ecological system tha t can ac
commodate organic waste is not in the water, but in the soil, and no lasting 
solution to the deterioration of both surface waters  and the soil can be achieved 
until organic waste is returned to the soil. For the same reason, no scheme of 
handling garbage t hat  fails to meet this fundamental requirement of nature can, 
in the long run, succeed. And since these and similar violations of the demands 
of the ecosystem have become embedded in our ways of productivity, any effort 
to change them will encounter the massive economic, social, and political forces 
tha t sustain  tha t system. Our major technologies—power production, t ransport, 
the metal and chemical industries , and agricultu re—are a threat to the ecosys
tems tha t support them and to our very lives. Becaqse we reckon the value of a 
technology by the value of i ts marketable products, we have neglected their cost 
to society—which is, potentially,  extinction.

President Nixon has spoken of the need for “the tota l mobilization of the 
nation ’s resources” in o rder to  pay our “debt to nature. ” But the resources needed 
to roll back pollution remain immobilized by the cost of the Vietnam w ar and 
the huge military  budget, by the talent- and money-gulping space program, by 
the disastrous cuts in the Federa l budget fo r research support, by the reduction 
in funds for the cities and for education. The environmental crisis, together with 
all of the other evils tha t blight the Nation—racial inequality, hunger, ix>verty, 
and war—cries out for  a profound revision of our national priorit ies. No national 
problem can be solved until tha t is accomplished.

Confronted by the depth of this multiple crisis, it is easy to respond with a 
spate of studies, reports, and projections for fu ture  action. But, however essential 
they may be, more than plans  are needed. For the gr inding oppression of environ
mental deteriorat ion—the blighted streets  and uncollected garbage, the rats, and 
the cockroaches, the decaying beaches and foul rivers, the choking, polluted air — 
degrades the hope of our citizens for the future and the ir will to secure it. To 
unwind this spiral of despair, we must take immediate steps against the symp-



toms as well as the  fundam ental disorder. Community effor ts to clean up rivers 
and  'beaches, to build parks , to ins ist on enforcement of anti-po llution ordinances 
and to improve  them can give tangible meaning to the sp iri t of environmental 
reviva l.

All of our  problems seem to  have a common root. Something is wrong with the 
way this Nation uses its human and na tur al resources. And I believe that  it is 
always hea lthy  to reexamine, to test,  the basic  mechanism we have created to 
run  our affai rs. Those who are  already  convinced th at  our  social system is in 
need of rad ical revision will welcome this  opportuni ty to discuss the prospect. 
Those  who are  convinced that  the system is fundam enta lly sound and can be 
ad jus ted  to the new stresses should  welcome this opportunity  to demonstra te 
their conviction. Here, then, is good reason to bring the social revo lutionary  and 
the  ind ust ria lis t onto the same plat form . Both need to face the  same quest ion : 
How should our society be organized to resolve the cris is of surv ival?

It  is fittin g that  these issues are being called  to our att ention by the Nation’s 
you th—in the  teach-ins and in the  stude nt movement that  will sure ly follow them. 
Fo r young people, our fu ture  generations, are  the real  victims of the impending  
environmen tal catastrophe.  They are the  firs t generation in human histo ry to 
ca rry  strontium 90 in the ir bones and DDT in the ir fa t;  thei r bodies will record, 
in time, the  effects on human  health of the new environmental  insults . It  is they 
who face  the  frig htful task of seeking  humane knowledge in a world that  has, 
with cunning  perversity, tran sfo rmed the power knowledge generates  into an 
ins trument of cata strophe. And dur ing  the coming months, I think , our young 
people will demonstrate that  t hey  a re, in fact, equal to th is task, as t hei r environ
mental teach-ins and ecological actio ns begin to mobilize the  knowledge of our 
schools and  universit ies and the  civic zeal of our communities for  a real  atta ck 
on the  environm ental  predicament .

We have long known th at  our s is a technological society, a society in which 
the  knowledge generated by science is a chief source of wea lth and power. But 
wh at the  environmental cris is tell s us is that  the fu ture  of our society now 
depends on new. profoundly fun dam ental judgments of how thi s knowledge, and 
the  power th at  i t endows, is  to  be used. If  power is to be derived from the will of 
the  people, as it should be in our democracy, then the people need to have the 
new knowledge—about stro ntium 90, DDT, herbicides, smog, and all the othe r 
elements of the environmental  crisis—th at  must  be the source  of the grave new 
judgments and sweeping prog rams thi s Nation mus t undertake. Here, then, is 
an urg ent  task th at  must follow the teach-ins . Let us take  our  knowledge about 
the  environm enta l pligh t to the  people ; let us help them lea rn what they need to  
know to  decide  the futu re course of our society.

The obligat ion that  our technological society forces upon all of us is to dis
cover how hum anity can surv ive the  new power engendered by science. Every 
major advance in man’s technological competence has  enforced new obligations 
on hum an society. The presen t age is no exception to this rule of history. We 
alread y know the enormous benefi ts technology can bestow, and  we have begun 
to perceive  its  frig htful threat s.

The environmental peril  now upon us is a grim challenge. It  also represents  a 
gre at opportuni ty. From it we may yet learn that  the prop er use of science is 
not to conquer na tur e but  to live  in it. We may yet lear n th at  to save ourselves 
we must save the  world, which is our  hab ita t. We may yet discover how to 
devote the  wisdom of science and  the  power of technology to the  welfare and 
survival of man.

[From the De troit Free  Press, Mar. 16, 1970]

E nvironmental Battle Breeds Own Radicalism

(By Boyce Rensbe rger  and Gary  Blonston)
Ann  Arbor.—Of all the millions of pass iona te words ut ter ed  during the Uni

ver sity  of Michigan’s envi ronm enta l teach-in. perh aps the  most fittin g phrase 
was turned  last weekend by mili tan t conservation ist David Brower .

He called the tim es we are in “a decade  of renuncia tion .”
The teach-in was the  pures t essence  of those times, renouncing  not merely 

America’s past fai lur e to clean up its  ai r and water,  but  its  fai lur e to repair 
itse lf in other ways—stru ctu ral ly,  morally , socially, economically.

The language  from the teach- in’s 125 meetings was  often revo lutionary , but it 
didn’t come just from radical stud ents . Eminent autho riti es in the sciences and
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social studies repeatedly insisted tha t the problems are not garbage, but waste
ful, selfish people; not smoke, but the attitu des of American cap ital ists ; not 
inadequate  laws, but inadequate lawmakers.

Academicians a lways have been more inclined toward theoretical, total solu
tions to social problems than the American people at large, but the mundane 
issues of the physical environment have provided a new set of listeners.

Many a t the teach-in were housewives and homeowners and thei r non-activist 
sons and daughters, worried about the state  of things, worried about the nature 
of the solutions to be tried, or half-tried.

Here is some of what they he ar d:
“Our fundamental problem is wha t I would like to call our ‘chamber of com-

* merce’ syndrome, tha t growth is good.” Cornell University ecologist LaMont 
Cole said that, and he was hardly alone in his opinion.

Throughout the week, speakers challenged the reflexive American quest for 
increased gross national product, increased profits, increased markets, resulting 
in increased consumption of resources, increased tonnage in waste materials,

•  increased traffic problems and increased pressure not to spend any money for 
“externalitie s” like pollution control.

“The cities have been taken over by automobiles, but 41 percent of the popu
lation is excluded (by age, infi rmity and economics) from the use of cars. We 
have to get over this love affai r with the automobile.” Yale University sociol
ogist Lincoln Day said that,  and he wasn’t alone either.

Mass rap id transi t was a favor ite proposal of students at the conference, and 
UAW President  Walter Reuther got his best audience response when he called 
for more auto company involvement in mass transi t development.

“There is no question whether there  will be a revolution.” “You are in it, 
and you ar e it,” said Seattle  environmental attorney Marvin Burning. Whether 
the language was tha t for thright or softened into “changes in our politics” or 
“changes in our attitudes,” the message of the teach-in was, in summary : 
Things must change, radically and soon.

Such questioning, even condemnation, of the most fundamental values of 
The American Way will undoubtedly alienate many middle Americans who had 
thought  the environment was an issue everyone could agree on.

The teach-in showed that, though there may be wide agreement on the symp
toms of our ills, the re is not consensus on the cure. Fears  tha t the environment 
issue might divert energy from fighting war, poverty and racism are clearly 
unfounded, at least for the students.

They are  questioning the whole fabric of our society, not jus t a thread.
Though the Ann Arbor teach-in was a huge success for turning out and. 

perhaps, turning on thousands of people, the momentum toward radical  social 
change is still low- Only a small minority of those attending advocated outright 
overthrow of the  present system.

Yet, it is a beginning because among those attending were hundreds of repre
sentatives from other universit ies and even high schools that are planning 
teach-ins on April 22, which is E (for ecology or earth or environment) Day. 
Some 900 teach-ins are planned across the country and they will certain ly broaden

< the movement’s thrust.
How the Establishment will deal with this remains unclear. During the Ann 

Arbor teach-in, it was at best an indirect response, with the chemical industry 
blaming the population explosion and the electrical utilities  blaming the auto
mobile fo r ai r pollution and a ll of them claiming they have been doing their  best 
to solve the problems “even before it was popular to do so.”

* Government didn’t come off any better.
At one session Representative John Dingell assured a skeptical audience that, 

at last, the government has an Environmental Quality Council tha t is required 
by law to report th is J uly on the complete s tatus of the quality of the American 
environment.

“This will give us what we need to get started this summer on a meaningful 
approach to our problems,” Dingell said.

At another session a member of that  council, Robert Cahn, told his audience 
tha t the legal demand on the  three-man council could no t possibly be met by the 
July deadline. He read the official directive, which essentially called on the 
council to find all the answers, and the audience laughed with him a t the direc
tive’s naivete.

In the face of tha t kind of official response to the problems of the  environment, 
the audience accepted, at least temporarily. Brower’s exhortatio n: “Let each 
one of you become the Ralph Nader of your block.”
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Ea rlier in the  day Nade r himself had  recommended th at  corporations that  
pollute  be decla red in ecological bankruptcy  and be turned over to trustees who 
would ad minis ter  them to the adva ntage of society.

Not too long ago t ha t kind of ta lk  would have been branded  as  subversive.  On 
the las t day of the  UM teach-in , however, some very str aig ht  people applauded 
every suggestion that  the  na tura l resources of the  nation must belong to the  
people.

“You know, socialism ’s beginning to make some sense to me,” one member of 
an audience  remarke d during a discussion of how much pollu tion comes from 
ind ust ry’s atte mpts to make a prof it by crea ting  and filling a false need.

Throughout  the 4 days of the  teach-in, the re was emphasis on refusing  to buy 
products  that  pollute. To many th at  means  high-phosphate detergents. To some 
that  means  automobiles. To a few th at  means the whole capit ali st system.

It  is an ethic not fa r from th at  of the  ear ly Chr istian renuncia tion  of the 
things th at  are  of thi s world. The  difference is th at  Browser’s “decade of 
renunc iation” would embrace the  earth.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you very much, Mr. Scott.
Mr. Shaine?

STATEMENT OF BENJAMIN A. SHAINE. OF ANN ARBOR, MICH.,
REPR ESEN TING THE LEAGUE OF CONSERVATION VOTERS OF
FRIE NDS OF THE EARTH, INC.

Mr. Shaine. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
To take advantage  of the oppor tunity you have given me today, I 

would like to summarize my prepa red statement and then go on to 
some new material. I  will take it just page by page and go over the 
proposals I have made and my conclusions.

My background has been prim arily  in the trad itional conservation 
field of scenic and wild land  preservation, so many of my comments 
are directed to specific changes in that  area.

My statement is divided into a discussion first of problems of scenic 
and wild lands with specific suggestions for changes in legislation, 
and then I go on to look at the broader  question of the environment, 
of national priorit ies; and I  discuss the highway construction pro
gram, the Federal priorities there, as an example of the general Fed 
eral prior ities in the environment. I make some criticisms. Then, I 
make a conclusion based on this evidence.

My first point is on Government policy in scenic lands. I discuss, 
first, changes relating  specifically to the mining law, and I discuss the 
Mining Law of 1872 as probably the most dangerous o f the obsolete 
laws governing our scenic and wild lands. To illust rate the problems 
here. T have chosen three examples of potential damage to scenic and 
wild lands caused bv the law of 1872. One in Washing ton State is the 
Kennecott Copper plan fo r an open pit  in the heart of the  Glacier Peak 
Wilderness; another one in Washington State is the Cougar Develop
ment Corp.; and, th ird—and perhaps most serious at this poin t because 
of the de facto nature  of the wi lderness of the area and because of the 
multiple nature of the claims there—the intensive mining and develop
ment proposed for the White Cloud Mountains.

I conclude tha t the net effect of the mining law is to make mining 
the number one prior ity use on almost all public lands; and, therefore , 
this law is obsolete because it does not provide for a ra tional land allo
cation. system.

I make some recommendations as a result. Firs t. I suggest tha t the 
Mining Law of 1872 be repealed, and there should be rep lacing it a
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system of  leas ing  co vering all mineral s, somewhat on t he  o rde r o f S ec
re ta ry  Uda ll’s prop osals of  1969. I say bas ica lly , tho ugh, it  is no t a 
questio n o f leasing the  land —bu t bas ica lly  it  is a ques tion  of  cha ng ing  
the  law so th at  the bu rden  of  proo f th at  mining will no t be un du ly 
de trime nta l to othe r la nd  uses and to  the  e nvironm ent  general ly mu st 
be pla ced  on the d eve loper, a nd  the re  should  be an  app eal  procedu re and 
an  establ ished ju dicial  pro ced ure  fo r de term in ing the  best lan d use.

Th e second suggestion  I  m ake rega rd in g t he  m ining law is that  b ills  
like  S. 719, the proposed  Mini ng  an d Mine ral s Policy Act, not be 
passed in prese nt for m.  Th is bill , like  the rec ently  shelved Timb er 
Su pp ly  A ct, is a da ng erou s b ill which wou ld fu rther  skew the  a dm in
ist ra tio n of public land s t ow ard ex plo ita tio n by pr ivat e i nd us try . An d 
I  sug ges t ins tea d of  a bil l like  S. 719—which is an  ind us try -orie nted  
bil l and a prod uc tio n-or ien ted  bill , which  i s a backwards  appro ach to 
the problem tod ay—we need  an overw helming cha nge  in ou r to tal  
approa ch  a nd  o verha ul of  Fed eral  m ini ng  policy  a nd  l aw ; in co rp or at 
ing sa fegu ards  fo r the envir onme nt;  in su rin g publi c pro fit fro m the  
development  of  publi c land s;  prov id ing an im pa rt ia l system fo r de
te rm ining the  hi ghest  la nd  use i n a pa rt ic ul ar  loca li ty ; and c lea rin g up 
the chao s of pa ten ts an d cla ims  th at  makes mining develop ment, as 
well as the ad min ist ra tio n of  the  public  lan ds  so difficult.

Thi rd , I  sugges t a shor t-t erm,  immedia te measu re whi ch wou ld in 
volve the  ad min ist er ing agenc ies, the Fo re st  Service , an d the  Bu rea u 
of  La nd  Ma nag em ent , an d oth er agenc ies. I  say  th at these agencies  
sho uld  be given a cle ar ma nd ate  by Con gress to  reg ulate  mining on 
th ei r lands.

Now, the re are  provisions in the  law  cu rre nt ly  which  cou ld be in 
te rp re ted to  give  th e Se cretary of  Agr icul tu re  th e ri ght to  con trol  
access and typ es of  dev elopm ent  on Fo rest Ser vice lan ds,  bu t the  
Se cre tar y has  no t chosen  to use those laws as s tro ng ly  as  he mi ght, and 
the Congres s I  would  sugg est could  give him a cle ar ma ndate  in  th at  
area.

Th e second are a I disc uss  re la tin g to  scenic an d wi ld lan ds  is 
cha nges needed in tim be r ma nagement policy. I  would  like to th an k 
the House  of  R epres en tat ives  and especia lly  C ongressm an Din gel l for 
at  le as t tem po raril y shelv ing  the  T im ber Su pp ly  Act. Bu t preserv ing  
th e ex ist ing  system of tim be rlan d ad min ist ra tio n is no t an ade qua te 
resp onse to increased  pre ssu res  fo r ex plo ita tio n. I  sug ges t that,  the  
basic  system of  tim be r ma nageme nt be swi tched fro m one of  ad min
is trat ion by the Fo rest Service fo r de ter mi na tio n of  wh at  should  be 
cu t to,  like  wi th mi ning , a system in whi ch th e decis ions are  pu t 
in to  t he  pub lic aren a th ro ug h a judicia l or quasi-ju dic ial  form .

W ha t I  say about a llo ca tin g public l an d fo r m ini ng  pu rposes  appli es 
here . Th e decis ion to  d edica te public lan ds  fo r development  s hou ld be 
made by an au thor ity  indepe nd en t to the  ad min ist er ing agency and  
no t the pr ivate dev eloper  an d only af te r publi c heari ng s at  which 
all  pa rti es  may prese nt ev idenc e.

I  also  sug ges t here th a t pr iv at e co rpo rat ion s, includ ing  t he  tim ber 
corpo rat ion s, be contr oll ed  more closely , and  th a t str on g Feder al 
law s are  needed re gu la tin g the  na tu re  of  log gin g an d re pl an tin g of  
pr ivate lands,  and these law s should impose lim ita tio ns  on the  uses 
of  p riva te  lan ds w hich un du ly  in terfe re  w ith  w ate rsh ed, scenery, rec 
rea tio n, an d o the r uses.
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Co nclud ing  my discussion o f wild and  scenic  lands, which  is m y area  
of gr ea test  proficiency  and ex per ience,  I say the bu rden  o f proof must 
swi tch  fro m those who wish to pre serve th e envir onme nt to those 
who wish to  make changes in it. I cite  the example of  the Fe de ral 
Powe r Commission as an agency  whi ch at  least does ho ld public 
he ar ings  in a sem ijudic ial sense befo re it decides to go ahe ad wi th 
hydro ele ctr ic develop men t by pub lic  or by pr ivate corpo rat ion s.

T hat  is a  discussion of a very lim ited area, wild a nd  scenic resources,  
a tr ad it io na l are a and an im po rta nt  one, bu t ce rta inly  no t the whole  
are a of th e environmen t.

Now let me look at  h igh wa y construction  as an examp le of  G overn 
ment policy  and  of Go vernm ent pr ior ities . I discuss Gover nment  
pol icy toward hig hway cons tru cti on  today because fir st it  has  a 
tremendous impac t on the  envir onme nt—t hat we know—‘and , second, 
because  the allocat ion  of  massiv e Fe de ral fund s to  high wa y con
str uc tio n reveals o ur  true p rio rit ies.

The in ters ta te  h igh wa y pr og ram is a $60 billi on public  w orks pr oj
ect financed  by  th e Fe de ral  Go vernm ent th roug h com pulsory gasolin e 
taxes pa id  by  h igh way users who have  no feas ible  a lte rnat ive methods 
of tr avel.

The result  is, of  course, the In te rs ta te  Hi gh wa y Sys tem —which  is 
no t only an in ters ta te  but an in trac ity system . I t  is the  major  means 
of com mu ter  tra ve l in major  Am erican  citi es tod ay.  I discuss in my 
prep ared  tes tim ony two  major  dis advanta ges ou t of the many of thi s 
In te rs ta te  H ighw ay  Syste m. Th e firs t is  congest ion and env ironm ental  
degrad at ion and pollu tion caused by th e h igh ways themselves. I would  
point  ou t a p ar ticu la r expe rience.

I was teachin g 14-year-o ld boys from the inn er city  last  sum mer in 
Sea ttle . I  was tea ch ing  the m an  ecology and env ironm ent  pro gra m.  
Over the course of th e sum mer I had a chance to ta lk  to the m quite 
exte nsively about th ei r v iews o f th e c ity. These 14-year-o ld boys, whose 
acti ve mem orie s cou ldn 't be more th an  5 years  o ld, had a def inite pe r
cep tion  of  a real de gradati on  of  thei r ci ty ’s environment,  both  in 
po llu tio n and congestion. I f  you  know Seatt le,  you can  tie  both of 
those  to  a gr ea t exten t to the  c onstruc tio n of the  centr al freeway,  1-5. 
These are 14-year-o ld boys. You don’t have to be a pro fessional  to 
see the  c han ges  t hat  do come about as a res ult  of the hig hw ay system  
and o f course o ther  thin gs , too.

Th ere  is  a second point  wh ich I  thi nk  has been overlooked especially  
by those who  have been dis cussing  automobi le po llu tion, and th at  
is the  po tent ia l di sru pt ion  of th e carbon  cycle by the  production of 
carbon  dioxide  by fossi l fuel  bu rn ing.

I ha d the chance to ta lk  wi th the  au thor  o f a rep or t on th is  s ubject  
an d he gave  me a copy of his  repo rt,  and wh at it said  was th at  we 
could expect to  20- to 60-percen t increase  in the  am ount of  carb on 
dio xide in  the  atm osp here in th is  cen tur y and th at  no one  is sure,  
because th e studie s haven't  been autho riz ed , fun ded, and done, bu t 
th is cou ld result  in a rai sin g of  th e tem pe rature  of the  whole ea rth  
up  3 to 5 degrees  in the  next  few yea rs, an d the  impact would be 
massive.

Fo r exa mple, the  calcul ations o n which dam s have  been con stru cted 
in the  South we st and elsewhe re in th is coun try  are  made on riv er 
flows which  are  rel ate d dir ectly  to ra in fa lls  in areas like the  s outhe rn
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cou ld signif icantly decreas e the ra in fa ll,  fo r exa mple, in the  Roc ky 
Mo untains  and th is  would  make the  cal culat ion s on which all the  
dam s in the  So uthw est are  based  inc orr ect , and it  would result  in 
dras tic  wa ter  short ages  in areas like the  So uth we st and elsewhere in 
the immedia te fu ture . We  are  ta lk ing of  t he acti ve life tim es of  y ou th 
an d pe ople  who a re not so y oung any  more , too.

So wh at I say in con clusion  is "that t he  du ty  of  Congres s is clear : 
Th e hig hw ay t ru st  f un d mu st be opened up so that all the  m oney  now 
go ing  into the in te rs ta te  system wil l be alloca ted  to rese arch and 
develop ment in al te rn at iv es : and  there mus t be exte nsive rese arch in 
pro blems w hich  h ave  been  vi rtu al ly  n eglected in the  public pres s, like  
po tent ia l d isr up tio n o f th e carbon cycle.

The pr iorit ies of  Gover nm ent  are  demo ns tra ted  n ot by rheto ric  bu t 
by fund ing , and to  me the Di str ict  o f Colum bia  f ree way prog ram and 
the hig hw ay tr ust  fu nd  ind ica te congressio nal  pr iorit ies toda y;  an d 
the y ind ica te they are  not  on environme nta l q ua lity. Like  the  SS T,  th is  
is anoth er  key issue wh ich  shows where ou r pr io rit ie s rea lly  lie.

In  every majo r Am eri can city  c itize ns are  s trug gl in g to ob tai n pu b
lic hearings, to ge ne rate publi city, in an at te m pt  to  stop freeway 
grow th.  The b urd en of  pro of  today  is on tho se c itiz ens  who oppose con
str uc tio n, who are  concerned  a bout the envir onme nt—an d sur viv al.

W ha t we need is a rev ers al in our metho d of  m aking  decisions. The 
bu rden  of proof  must swi tch  to the  deve lope r.

On pages 10 and  111 hav e some conclusions. I hope that  you and  the 
othe r committ ee members  who are  not able  to be here tod ay  will rea d 
the m carefully. But  I  would  l ike to mak e some ora l conc lusions which 
are  of  a li ttl e more p ers onal na tur e.

F ir st , I would like t o  te ll you wha t my job is now an d wh at I  thi nk  
about it. I  am the Mich iga n co ord ina tor  fo r the League of  Conse rva 
tio n Voters and th at is a dir ec t act ion  polit ica l group. W ha t we are  
tryin g to do is to develop the po liti ca l muscle of  the env ironm ental 
movement. The w ay we a re  tr yi ng  to do th is  is to mob ilize  those people 
who are  conc erned ab ou t the  environme nt an d pu t them toge ther  as 
canvassers and res earch ers  and go ing  int o th e rec ord s of  ind ivi du al 
Congressmen a nd  ot he r G ove rnm ent  officials, mobil ize them in key con
gressiona l and oth er rac es  where the  race s a re  both  close a nd  in which 
environment is  a st ro ng  issue.

For exam ple, in Mich iga n we are su pp or tin g th e superla tive rec ord  
on environme nt of  Se na to r Ph il H ar t,  who is up  fo r reelection. In  
Michi gan  wh at we are go ing to do is to  go into key a rea s in the St ate 
in which peop le a re st ro ng ly  c oncerned  a bout the  environm ent  and  te ll 
them about S en ator  H art 's  record on the  en vironme nt and s ay vote  f or  
him  not  because he is a  Demo cra t and  because he  is a  good guy, but vote  
fo r h im because  i f you  vote  f or  him on t he  envir onme nt,  a ft er  th e e lec
tio n we can  show th at  the env ironm ent  has rea l pol itic al muscle.  I f  
we can show tha t, w hen a ny  env ironm ent al grou p goes to Congress  lat er  
to  lobby , to  ask fo r impro vem ent  in leg islation, reg ard les s of its  tax 
sta tus, it  wil l be ab le to say  t ha t the  en vir onme nt is an  is sue which h as 
po liti ca l impact.

My  po int her e is I am working  wi thin a syste m, di rec tly  wi thin the  
dem ocratic  poli tica l sys tem, cert ain ly as m uch  as anybody in th is coun
tr y  is. Bu t now I wou ld like  to give  yo u my personal  world  view and
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my evaluation of what it means to be a youth environmentalist today. I 
think it is pretty  pessimistic, and I think I am speaking for much of 
my generation.

At  the airp ort last night while we were waiting 6 hours for the 
plane to come in from Chicago, a high school girl came up to us— 
she was very obviously very high on drugs—and she said, “What  
you are doing is really a heavy thing, isn't it? ” We were sitting 
going over some of the testimony for today. We said yes, and we 
talked with her for about a hal f hour. She was total ly unable to 
comprehend what we were doing, and she had just  come to the air 
port just to groove on it and see the situation.

I think you should keep tha t girl in mind as I go on with my con
clusions here, because the alternative to the kind of work that I am 
doing is eithe r living like tha t girl (and I don’t think  you would 
like to see our youth live tha t way),  or else turning to something 
more violent.

I have a great anxiety about the future  when I look ahead 20 or 
30 vears. I don’t see the situat ion even as good as the one I grew 
up in. I see one tha t is pre tty bleak. I see the things I love and 
treasure, and I guess I am a sentimentalis t, and I love nature  and 
birds and bees, and I see th at going, and I see the situation that  will 
bring the kind of human relationships that  I grew up in, a strong 
family, a loving home, I  see s ituations that  breed that healthy situa
tion going, and I see our  complex industrial  society as maybe a brief 
interlude in history, and I see tha t politicians with a few exceptions 
really don't understand the grav ity of the situation we are dealing 
with.

Let me tel l you about, a recent meeting we had in Grand  Rapids. 
My Congressman is the Minority  Leader, Mr. Ford,  and he was on 
a panel discussion with two environmental experts, both population 
experts, and the subject was population. Mr. Ford  spoke first and 
he made some opening remarks without too much substance, which is 
all righ t, T guess. He wasn't the expert on the panel. Then the ex
perts came up and presented a very gloomy and well documented 
statement about the impact of population. Then it was opened up to 
the floor.

I asked the first question. I said, “Mr. Ford, do you accept the 
analysis presented by the population experts and. if not, why do you 
disagree specifically, and given this  analysis how do you justi fy this 
Nation spending our limited resources”—and I listed some spend
ing programs like the SST and the Corps of Engineers projects.

Mr. Fo rd’s answer was the kind of answer tha t leads me to be so 
pessimistic. I would like to quote you from his answer, and I think 
it would be fai r if I said tha t this was the substance of his answer:

I believe we .are beaded  in the  right direct ion in the  ma tte r of priori ties.
The technology th at  will be with  us will solve the  problems that  these ex

per ts have  presen ted.
I thin k we can always find a new way to move ahead.
I am working within the system now, and I have devoted my whole 

life to it for 2 years, since I was 20. I  am one step away from hope
lessness and withdrawal. At  this point my commitment for at least 
this short time has been so strong that if there is one big loss in some
thing that  is really deep inside of me, I  th ink I am going to be out of 
the ball game.
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If  the city of Seattle is destroyed by the freeway system tha t is 
proposed for it, and I love the city of Seattle, I thin k tha t might  
do it. I know if Kennecott blasted its half-wide open pit  in Miners 
Ridge in the middle of the most beautiful place in the whole world 
as far  as I am concerned, that would do it. I can’t conceive being 
able to function if tha t took place. Under the law which is the 
responsibility of Congress, Kennecott is legally able to go ahead 
and build tha t mine now.

There are two ways I could tu rn once I am out of the ball game— 
revolution and u tter  withdrawal—and both will result f rom alienation 
and despair.

My pacifism and frus tration with the possible consequences of a 
violent showdown in this country lead me to the  second alternative— 
despondency and withdrawal. I am working now within  the system 
trying to influence electoral politics, trying to influence those of you 
in power, but I  am afraid and pessimistic.

The one clear conclusion of the teach-in in Ann Arbor is tha t 
liberals and radicals alike believe tha t the fundamental economic 
system of this country, the very existence of corporations  in their  
present condition, the very natu re of the Congress and the seniority 
system, the nature  of the admin istration, tha t these systems must 
undergo drastic change if we are to survive.

It  was interesting to note in those discussions in Ann Arbor  tha t 
people like the president of Dow Chemical and whatnot, conservatives 
and middle-of-the-roaders were obviously irrelevant to the discus
sions. The only time they were even involved was when an SDS 
or a protesting questioner became a participant. They were left 
out of the real substantive discussion.

Ralph Nader was the most exciting speaker at tha t teach-in be
cause he ordered a change without revolution. But change without 
revolution is slow, too slow unless those of you already in power, 
people like you, people like your colleagues, risk your careers in 
support of  change. And unless you become nonrevolutionary radicals, 
the political system of this Nation will lose my active support, and 
it is mv observation tha t will lose the active support of many of 
those who are not now total ly alienated.

So in the name of  the people, I  beg tha t you have the guts to save 
us.

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Shaine, for a very moving statement.
Tha t concludes the presentations.
Let me now ask some questions, perhaps one suggested by Mr. 

Shaine’s ending.
Mr. Scott, on page 12 of your paper, you call for crash programs 

to revamp the institutions.
Would you list some of those crash programs ?
Mr. Scott. I am trying to find the context.
Mr. Reuss. The first paragraph, page 12, “We lead in activist times” 

and “some crash programs to revamp the institut ions are very badly 
needed.”

Mr. Scorr. This was in the context of people simply not understand
ing how the system works or how they can par ticipate . A person like 
Ben, or a person like myself, o r any of us gathered here today, are  one 
small p art  of  a much broader body of concerned young people o r just  
concerned people of any age.
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I  th ink you can ove rdo the fact  th at  th is is a yo uth movemen t and  
we tend  to be ar ro ga nt  about th at sometimes. We are the ones who 
have mad e the  effort  or who have been at tra cted  to t he  system, who have  
come down to W ashing ton and have int ern ed  and hav e rea lly  gone in 
an d subscribed to the  C ongre ssio nal  Rec ord  and  all th at  b it, tryi ng  to  
find  ou t how the system  works.

We  have begu n to ge t clues, and  we are  begin nin g to un de rst and 
how  it  does work . Th e avera ge  wel l-educated gr ad ua te  s tud en t at  t he  
Unive rsi ty  o f Michi gan  h as  no idea of  w hat  a subcom mit tee is o r how 
to dea l w ith  it , how to ki ll the Timb er Su pp ly Ac t if  yo u don’t like  it, 
th an  the y know ho w to  fly w ith ou t an  SST .

I  t hi nk  i t is a  g reat  t rage dy . I  t hi nk  you hav e to be rea lis tic  to  r ea l
ize th at people  are  no t going  to m ake  huge changes.

Whe n I say “reva mp  th e insti tu tio ns ,” I th in k the y need  to be 
opened  up in the  sense of  com mu nicating what they  are t o the people. 
I  th in k the  Con gress is by fa r the mos t misun der stood insti tu tio n we 
hav e, w ith  the  possible  excep tion o f General Motors.

I  t hi nk  people have  t o un de rs tand  how th at  works . Yo ur  colleague, 
Congressman Dingell , from  the stage at  the tea ch-in  sa id :

You know, I used to have gre at hopes for  people coming and  par ticipat ing  in 
Government, but I find most people don’t care or th at  most people don’t get 
involved.

I th in k i t is no t th e people d on’t  care. They get worke d up about some 
pa rt ic ul ar  p roblem and it does  not  las t. Maybe th er e is a cri tical hour  
they  can  get  involved. Th ey  mak e one lit tle stab  at  it. Th ey  are  fr us 
tr at ed , the y are  tu rned  off and  they  become depressed. They do in 
microcosm wh at Ben is t al ki ng  o f in macrocosm, because they  are  jus t 
too  frus trat ed .

T th in k m echanisms need to  be developed  in ex ist ing  ins titut ion s an d 
new insti tut ion s need to  be developed to get peop le involved .

One  o f the  gent lem en me ntioned th e idea of  a con sum er’s gu ide  p ut  
ou t by th e Government . Well , why not ? Th is is t he  Governm ent’s re 
sponsib ili ty—to tel l us the resu lts  of  its  research,  whi ch are  unavail 
able  on consumer  tes ts a nd  th is  so rt o f th ing.  T hat  is the genera l th ru st .

Mr . Reuss. Le t me pu rsu e th is  a lit tle more specifically with you 
tempo ra ri ly  un revo lu tio na ry  rad ica ls. You mentioned ce rta in  spe 
cifics—the  fact  th at  Congress  is fu nd ing the sup ersonic tran sp or t 
pla ne , even tho ugh the  p eop le of  th is  co untry  do not  w an t to  pay fo r i t 
an d do no t wa nt to hav e i t.

You  mentio n th at  u rb an  freew ays con tinu e t o go up  a nd  pollute  the 
atm osphere  and  ru in  the  cit y. You men tion ed the  fact  th at  minin g 
com pan ies  sta nd  rea dy  to desec rate th at  whi ch ha d been a pr ist ine  
wildernes s area . In  fac t, you also are  aw are  th at  in Congres s these 
mat ters  ten d to  be contr oll ed—in  the first  ins tan ce at  lea st and fr e
quently  in the  last  ins tance— by pa rt ic ul ar  com mit tees  which have  
pa rt ic ul ar  points of  view. Th e wo rd “sen iorit y” has also been men
tio ned, an d let  me say I th in k the senio rity system is a miserab le 
syste m. I  wish it could be ab oli she d tomorrow. I  am g oing  to do my best 
to abo lish  it.

W hat  a re you doing abou t it  ? You  have  corr ectly  d iagnos ed it as a t 
the root  of  some of  our envir onme nta l difficult ies.

Mr . Shai ne. Is  the que stio n dir ected  to me?
Mr. R euss. Y ou fi rst and th en  a nyo ne else.
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Mr. Shaine. At this time I am a full-time employee of the League 
of Conservation Voters, which is attempt ing to have its influence felt 
in two ways: First, to influence who gets into the Congress; but 1 
don't  th ink we can do that necessarily right away. But by developing 
political muscle in specific districts, we are going to t ry  to increase the 
lobbying power of conservation groups within Congress.

If  we are going to change the committee struc ture, we are going to 
have to change the Members of Congress so they will accept it, and 
put more people like yourself in the position of power.

Mr. Reuss. Wha t are you doing about the Republican and the 
Democratic parties? They, afte r all, do have conventions; they have 
platforms; they appeal to the voters; they have caucuses, majority  
leaders, whips, and so forth .

Wha t are  you doing about them ?
Mr. Shaine. Well, I personally  am not active in the party system. 

I think  we will have an impact on the parties , though,  because by 
being an independent polit ical action group  which can mobilize voters 
and which can throw its support either way in an election. If  we are 
powerful enough, we cer tainly  will get the parties  competing for our  
favors, and tha t will influence the ir platfo rms and certainly we will 
set up standards for such platforms.

Mr. Scott. Let me add to tha t tha t in 1968 the candidate who won 
the presidential race, I think , mentioned the word “conservation'5 
about four times during the campaign in a radio  talk. This at tha t 
time was no t a big issue and it was not something that  was found 
politically  expedient, on the most superficial or egregious level, to 
bother with.

It  was not popular. The Gaylord Nelsons and the Henry  Reusses 
who run on this kind of a program  are very rare at thi s stage. One di
rection I  believe we need to move very heavily into is promoting tha t. 
It  seems to me the most important way to do that is to inform the voter, 
to inform the  individuals , to start. A movement on ecology is under
way in this country. Every politician who has any hope of avoiding 
early retirement is getting on this bandwagon.

I think you then grasp  t ha t opportunity, greedy as it may be. This 
is, you know, the motherhood issue of today and we must get him 
to make commitments tha t he cannot get out of.

I must pause to stress tha t this  is a motherhood issue you have today. 
My prime advice to people in political life is to avoid motherhood 
issues, particularly motherhood.

I think you try to change the circumstances, and then I think you 
go to the voters and tell them about the seniority system. I don’t 
think anybody is doing tha t. I don’t think tha t would counter the 
tax law. The tax law is to  avoid seeking to influence legislation, but 
if we are seeking to influence the way Congress is established, prob
ably every lobbying group in the country tha t wanted to could mobi
lize its people on the seniority  system.

The votes that, you gentlemen go through  at the opening of a session 
of Congress in establishing your committee personnel and passing 
the rules and all th at could be opened up, I suppose.

Mr. Reuss. Any other comments ?
Mr. Kenyon ?
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Mr. Kenyon. I want to echo pa rtly  what has been said. I think  our 
most important function up to now has been essentially publicity of 
some of the failures  that  have happened. I think it is j ust  a truism 
tha t there are going to be Congressmen who would be concerned over 
issues like environment no matter what ; but there are also going to 
be Congressmen who are not concerned about i t but who are going to 
be forced to be concerned simply because the voters are informed 
and they know what is happening.

I want to broaden that  to say th at  is also true of agencies. When i t 
comes to something like the pipeline, which again I bring  up because 
we know something about it, I thin k the  Department of Interior knows 
tha t there are interested law students at  George Washington—we have 
been over there ; we have telephoned them; we have asked them for 
interviews; they know’ we are interested; and they know’ something 
will come out of it, such as the work on the lawsuit  and so for th.

I think tha t is going to make the issue of environment an inevitable 
part of a par ty platform.

Mr. Grabarck. I believe your original question as to what  we are 
doing about influencing par ty platforms so as to include environ
mental protection unfortunately  causes me to hang my head in shame, 
since it  is quite clear tha t the American public has been very lax in 
offering any type of support in the past to those who would back 
environmental legislation.

I think we have to accept the full burden of responsibility with 
the exclusion of one fact—why d idn ’t our leaders accept the ir respon
sibility without having to be told? But what has happened is in the 
past, and of course the opposing group has more money to support 
the campaign results—to support a man’s campaign—and it costs a 
great  deal of money to carry out a political campaign; the graphic  
arts advert ising indus try is very expensive. The public did not back 
those candidates wi th real leadership qualities—we forgot about  them 
after they made their  stand in Congress. Current ly, however, there 
is a trend by the public to place both monetary and voting  muscle 
behind such people.

As an example of this change I  point to our recent encounter— 
during which I made a lot of friends—with the Baltimore  Gas and 
Electric  Co. when they wanted to pu t in their  nuclear-power reactor 
plant at Ca lvert Cliffs. The decision was all settled when our society— 
the North  American Habita t Preservation Society—presented a pe ti
tion signed by 10,627 residents of Maryland who stated tha t they 
were willing to pay a reasonable amount more on their  monthly electric 
service charge to have the prop er controls—cooling towers and in
creased radio-nuclide filtration shielding—put  on the plant. Suddenly, 
of course, this  statement of determination by residents of Maryland 
gave Governor Mandel and Comptroller Goldstein a little bit of 
muscle. I  noticed in the past few weeks that  the Governor has partially 
switched his former s tand, not completely because he is not quite sure, 
but the pet ition has given him the ability  to make a stand.

The same thing happened with our wetlands issue. A s imilar peti
tion and a court  case was initiated  by the people really concerned. When 
inform ation of this was submitted to the governmental agencies and 
was passed up the line, they—the politicians—became cognizant of 
what the preference status of the voters was at the time and thus the
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select interes t of the developers was offset by th is public action. The 
Governor made a public announcement that he wanted some protective 
legislation and just recently M aryland passed one of the strongest bills 
to safeguard the wetlands along with another bill which I am not yet 
sure of its status. I believe it  had been passed a t the close of the ses
sion—but I  am not certain  of this.

I think basically the lack of environmental involvement by our 
elected officials has been the fau lt of the public. There have been in
stances in Congress where a man has made a stand  for the environ
ment and at election time was forgotten. These men need the support 
of the public and funds—this is obvious.

Mr. R euss. This brings up, Mr. Grabarck, another matter you men
tioned in your testimony a moment ago. You said, or I think I heard 
you say, tha t environmental protective  activity should be so conducted 
so as not to injure business.

Mr. Grabarck. Yes.
Mr. Reuss. I d id hear you correctly ?
Mr. Grabarck. You heard me correctly.
Mr. Reuss. I wonder if your colleagues on the panel would agree 

with you. F or example, l et’s say tha t a business is pour ing poisonous 
chemicals or slaughterhouse waste into a stream because tha t is the way 
it has always done it, thus making  the stream a dead stream for the 
people down below. I f you are going to stop the business from doing 
that , I suppose you are hur ting  tha t business.

Wha t is your view on that  ?
Mr. Grabarck. I expounded on tha t furth er, if you remember, in 

my testimony. I said tha t had the proper research been done in the 
past and had the proper  responsibilities been taken by Federal  agen
cies, we would have the pollution abatement controls.

Who would have thought 30 years ago tha t everyone would have 
television in their homes, tha t it  would be sold for  $89 or $88 ? I t is the 
same thing in pollution control. The more research we do, the s impler 
the device we can come up with and the less expensive these devices 
would be.

I feel this way—I am quite willing  to pay the consumer’s cost for 
a healthy environment. Along with paying an additional price, we 
might  also ask ourselves what is another method we could use to 
initiate environmental clean-up and not damage the small businesses? 
Wre spend over $16 billion on fa rm subsidization programs—in other 
words, paying to keep family farms  in tact, but statistics  show that  
family farms are going down hill. This subsidization program has 
served no other purpose than  tha t of feeding the large mechanized 
farmer who does not need the subsidization. This money could be 
taken and put  into, as I  said, long-term, low credit loans which could 
be made available to businesses tha t want to clean themselves up— 
for the purpose  of installing pollution control devices.

In  the meantime, Government must take the responsibility—this  is 
a serious problem, and the more research we do, the  better the device 
we will have.

Mr. Reuss. By “long-term, low interest loan,” do you mean a loan 
at, say, 3 percent interest ?

Mr. Grabarck. Yes. According to Senate Document 97 tha t figure 
is used in determining the build ing of dams by the Army Corps of 
Engineers.

44 -3 15 O— 70----- 21
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Mr. Reuss. The Government now pays about 8 percent when i t bor
rows. Therefore, if the Government is going to lend money at 3 per
cent, the taxpayer is going to have to absorb the 5 percent differential.

Mr. Grabarck. That is correct.
Mr. Reuss. Let me ask the other members of the pa ne l: Do you think 

the taxpayer should pay for the cost of an industry’s changing from 
using the s tream in f ront  of it as an open sewer to a  better method of 
disposing of its waste ?

Mr. Spensley. I guess I  don’t agree with Mr. Grabarck but I  th ink 
it is a semantical problem when we talk about business. I  am not will
ing to pay for the additional cost of a corporation or a business to 
continue to pollute the environment at their  profit or, shall we say, 
the investor’s profit. I think it was pointed out quite well when we 
talked about industria l industr ies tryi ng to absorb the costs of the 
pollution tha t they produce, it is not really a fai r statement of what 
will happen.

Ultimately, it is going to be handed  on either to the taxpayers, the 
consumers tha t buy the products,  or the people that invest in the 
corporation.

I as a taxpayer would not be willing to accept th at  cost. I would 
rather see th at kind of cost go to the investors in the company, the 
shareholders, and perhaps even the consumers if  need be, but I would 
not agree tha t it should go to the taxpayers.

Mr. Kenyon. I want to disagree with that  in part.
Mr. Reuss. With  what?
Mr. Kenyon. With Mr. Spensley’s statement.
Goods simply cost money, and part  of the in put into creating  these 

goods is use of the environment, and it seems to me tha t the Ameri
can people have been paying less for the ir products than they cost.

I don’t t hink  in the long run you are going to be able to simply put 
the cost of cleaning up the environment or the cost of creating  the same 
type of products without pollution  simply on business. I t seems to me 
tha t is in many instances unrealis tic because i t is going to wipe out 
profits and destroy the  businesses and destroy the  products which the 
American people demand.

Ours is a  consumer society, and I don’t think  you are going to get 
to the sort of situation where groups are going to sit down and say, 
“Well, I am not going to use any paper  towels, I am not going to use 
any cars, and so for th; I am going  to recycle the tin cans tha t I use." 
Tha t is not going to happen.

Mr. Reuss. Let  me get down to specifics so I can really determine 
whether Mr. Spensley and Mr. Grabarck are in disagreement. The 
“X” company makes glue. I t makes glue bv buying a lot of dead cows 
and chopping them up and removing the dewclaw and the rest of the 
dead cow is chopped up a little  more.

In the case of the “X ” glue company, it is then thrown into Lake 
Michigan which is where people swim, fish, and so on, except now 
they can’t swim and fish there  because the animal wastes have so con
taminated the lake and the beaches th at it is uninhabitable.

What should be done about it? If  you do nothing about it—let 
them continue—then the price of glue will be lower than  it would 
otherwise be, because you have given tha t glue company an opportu
nity to thrust  some of its costs upon the general public, namely the 
costs of treating its wastes.
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Mr. Grabarck. Would you let that  fact  cause you to say tha t we 
should do noth ing about the  “X ” glue company thrusting its waste in 
the lake ?

I believe that the price o f the  glue should go up propor tionately to 
cover the cost of cleaning up, but I do not believe the business should 
be closed.

Mr. Reuss. The what ?
Mr. Grabarck. I do not believe the business should be closed, only 

because-----
Mr. Reuss. How are you going to do tha t ?
The business has been opera ting for 50 years because it has found 

tha t nobody threatens  to close it  if  it does not stop th rowing its waste 
in the lake. I t therefore prefe rs to opera te as it  is and sell its  glue at 
a slightly lower price.

Mr. Grabarck. You could figure a cost-flow ratio  whereby loans 
could be made available to the company. They would have to eventually 
raise the cost of the glue to pay for the cleanup. The cost of the clean
up would be thrown on the consumer, and thus the burden of the tax 
payer would be alleviated. I  firmly believe tha t the  consumer will have 
to pay for it.

Mr. Reuss. I don’t understand you. You are going to have a low 
interest loan from the Government ?

Mr. Grabarck. I  say that  is our only way out.
Mr. Reuss. The taxpayers have to pay for the interest subsidy.
Mr. Grabarck. Unfor tuna tely,  yes.
Mr. R euss. But you would prefer tha t than having the consumers 

paying a higher  price for the ir glue ?
Mr. Grabarck. No. If  you suddenly say to them to install these 

environmental control devices, or shut down—where are they going 
to get the money for such an expenditure tha t quickly? Where are 
they going to be able to raise  the needed capital  unless they get a loan 
elsewhere ?

In other words, such money would have to be avai lable through  a 
normal commercial bank in that particular area at a high interest rate 
or through  the Government—where I would recommend a low-interest 
ratio. But you in the Congress cannot in all justice throw regulations 
upon business and expect them to comply by these regulations in 1 day 
or 2 years without some outside assistance. We have in this instance, 
a 50-year old business establishment and you are put ting  them in a 
very precarious position. The loans to put the controls into operation 
have to either come directly from the Government or they have to be 
backed by the Government and made available through commercial 
banks e ither at the normal rate  or the long-term, low interest rate I 
am proposing. To pay for these loans the  companies will have to be 
allowed to raise thei r prices, but the minute thei r prices go up the 
Federal Trade  Commission gets down on them or there is a hassle 
around the governmental agencies.

Mr. Reuss. I would have to disagree with you. Prices are not con
trolled in thi s country.

Mr. Grabarck. In the biggest corporate enterprises, very subtly, 
not directly.

Mr. Reuss. I don?t think you w ill find the  FTC  attempting  to con
trol the prices of someone who has installed a pollution control device.

Mr. Grabarck. This is something new\
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Mr. Reuss. W hat about that ? Do people agree with Mr. Grabarek’s 
method of  dealing with the pollution by the “X ” glue company?

Mr. Scott. I  don’t, but I guess I  have a somewhat different emo
tional perspective. I am not all th at committed to  the  commercial sys
tem we presently have. I am committed to cleaning up the environ
ment we presently have. I think tha t comes first. In this matter of 
consumer sovereignty, for example, the consumer hasn’t been sovereign 
for a long time. He never was really; it is a hoax, always was and 
always will be.

I think  we have got to  discipline the consumers and teach and urge 
them not to be passive in matters of the environment. I  agree wi th Mr. 
Kenyon th at the picture of everybody quietly recycling thei r garbage 
at night, sorting things out to give to each collector, is not realistic.

I think  that to ask people to ultimately cut down on phosphates and 
detergents, distr ibuting tha t little  chart  you have, and hope that  
people will quit buying acorns and buy-----

Mr. Reuss. If  I may inter rupt you, it was not this  subcommittee 
tha t thought the solution to phosphates was getting  patrio tic house
wives to buy a particular  detergent.

Mr. Scott. This is something tha t it happening.
Mr. Reuss. It  was you, not us.
Mr. Scott. Right. I think  the problem in the way to get the phos

phates out is not by tha t sort of volunta ry effort. It  is just to tell 
the five or six manufacturers you cannot put them in, and that  is the 
thrust of what you are trying to  do legislatively. I think  th at applies 
across the board.

Take General Motors. I t makes $2.6 billion  gross income by work
ing 24 hours a day, 7 days a week year around. Tha t is t heir  gross 
income. They spend  about $15 million according to Nader’s estimate, 
$30 million according to their  own estimates, on research and develop
ment of less-polluting forms of off-power plants. That  is about 7 or 
8 hours gross income.

There is something wrong about that. Mr. Nader proposed a solu
tion which at  first blush looks very good to me. For  example, he said 
an individual can’t relieve himself in the Detroit River. Why should 
General Motors?

Tha t being the circumstance, why should the anonymous share
holders of General Motors be allowed to profit by the fact tha t the 
company is relieving itself in the Detro it River to the detriment of 
a lot of people who are not shareholders in General Motors ?

From that set of circumstances, his proposition, and again it was 
wildly applauded,  was tha t General Motors stop making profits until 
such time as it  runs itself down to the profit line and spend all tha t 
money, $2.6 billion a year afte r taxes, profit, using those funds to 
clean up their  existing plants.

Mr. B arcey. I might  suggest one way that  might be accomplished. 
General Motors and a lot of the large corpora tions are depending upon 
not real increased du rabil ity of goods or innovation in the quality of 
the good but rather  something like style changes, and I would suggest, 
then, tha t we would freeze the production  of  all new goods.

Let us say to the corporations, “You can make 1970 cars, but you 
cannot make 197l’s unt il you can produce them without pollution and 
this would in turn kill the market, in a sense.
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Th is would be eno ugh ince ntiv e, I wou ld th ink,  to  in iti ate a lit tle 
bi t of  act ion  in a pr ag mat ic  way. We are  confr on ted  wi th a problem 
of  a ma gn itu de  we cannot measure, because if  we wer e p ay ing th e true  
cost fo r th ing s, I doub t if  we w ould  be a ble to  consum e .00001 perce nt 
of  th e sta nd ar d of  l iv ing we have today.

Pe rh ap s the  only way  we can  rea lly  measure th is  diffe rence wou ld 
be to  t ake what po pu lat ion th e e ar th  wou ld hol d, wi th  men in balanc e 
wi th  na tur e, and  com pare th at  qu an tity to the prese nt popu lat ion . 

• Dr . Sim ons  of the  Unive rs ity  of  Fl or id a has empha sized the  bala nce
to  be 25 millio n peop le. Comp are d wi th the  3y2 bil lion we pre sentl y 
have, and the proje cte d 7 bill ion , less th an  five ou t of every 1,400 
people could be su pp or ted by ou r resources, m aint aining  a bala nce  

„ wi th na tur e.
Th is idea o f set tin g minim um  st an da rd s is r ea lly  a  fa lsi ty . The only 

minim um  stan da rd  is no pollu tion.
Mr.  S pensley . May I  make  one comment to Mr. Ke ny on ’s sta tem ent ?
Mr. Retjss. Yes.
Mr.  Spensley . I  do n’t dis agree  wi th wh at he said . I th ink it  is a 

qu ite  obvious conclusion th a t indu str y has to use the na tu ra l resources 
in orde r to  produce produc ts.  It  is the  manner in which the y use
them. I  t hi nk  t he  qu est ion  migh t be even more which  of the pro ducts  
the y decide to prod uce.  I  g uess everyone wou ld no t agree wi th me, bu t 
I believe t hat  th e consum er has more pow er th an  the Fe de ra l Go vern
ment,  and  I  th ink at  th is  poi nt  in  tim e i t is a  syndrom e of ou r t hink in g 
to believe th at  no m at te r wh at  we do it doesn’t make any difference. 
Maybe th is  kin d of  con clusion comes to me because of  my lack of  
expertis e or  my pos itio n in society in orde r to influence  the  le gis lat ive  
processes.

Bu t I wou ld s till  b elieve t hat  the  decis ion of an indu st ry  as to which 
prod uc t it should  pro duce,  wh eth er it be sty rofoam  cup s or ceramic 
cups, is where the  valu e judg men ts come in ; and maybe the  question,
then , can be answ ered  thr ou gh  increased way s o f t ry in g  to edu cate th e 
pub lic.  I  have sug ges ted  in some of  those proposa ls th at  Government  
beg in to tak e more  of  the res ponsibi lity  of ed uc ating  the  public, not 
only on the po pu lar  issues but perha ps  on the un po pu la r issues; and  
despi te the  fac t th at  pe rh ap s one of the  th ree best  Congres smen or 
people in ou r Con gress would  agree th at  it only  can be done  when 
th ings  become po lit ica lly  feas ible . The th in g th at  hangs me up the re 
is wh at  “po lit ica lly  fea sib le” means—wh eth er it means  t hat  you Con
gres sme n have  to be reel ected. I th ink I wou ld agree wi th wh at Ben 
or  Dou g said , th at  th e only way we are  go ing  to solve  the  problem  is 
when more Congres sme n beg in to pu t th ei r career s on the  line,  w hich 
is a very difficul t t hin g to do. It  is m uch eas ier  f or  us  to  ask.

Mr.  Grabarck. I di dn ’t wa nt  to  prese nt it but I will  now  su bs tan tia te 
as to  why  I  have tak en my prese nt stand.

No. 1, obviously I favo r busines s. No. 2, ou r soc iety  did  a s tud y which 
is not yet  complete  so I won’t revea l the  exac t tow n—it is in Pe nn sy l
van ia and is loca ted not too  fa r from  the city of  Pi tt sb ur gh  and con
cerns the opera tio n of  a lar ge  cemen t processing pl an t. In  th is tow n 
of  ap prox im ate ly 10,000 peo ple  th is pl an t emp loyed 1,200 peop le di 
rec tly . Pennsylva nia  of  course recent ly held he ar ings  in Pi tts bu rg h,  
rega rd ing ai r qu ali ty stan da rd s,  and wi th the St at e pu tt in g a lot  of 
pre ssu re fo r p ollution  con tro l, thi s p lant  was given  th e o ption  of clean 
ing  up  or  clos ing down . W ith the  reg ulati on s sudden ly plac ed upon
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them they couldn’t clean up and presently are in the process of closing 
down.

Our study is revealing tha t it  would have been bette r for the tax 
payers to have absorbed the cost of a long-term, low-credit loan. Why ?
Because here is what has happened. We are  eventually  going to have 
over a thousand people laid oil' from work. This of course is going to 
cut down on the flow of capital in tha t region. It  is a small region.
Bigger regions are not hur t as bad. The barbershop has been hurt, the 
drugstore has been hurt,  the supermarket  has been hur t. People  are not •
going to buy medicines, et cetera, unless they are absolutely necessary.
Since people will not be enjoying luxury items, the clo thing and shoe 
stores will be hurt. The most disastrous effect is that the school system 
is going to suffer because there isn’t going to be as much available money „
to put  into the school system. Our school system is the most importan t 
par t of this  country and it has not been given enough as it is without 
suffering another setback. The roads will not be able to be maintained 
and home improvements will not be made, because this is a lux ury ; it 
is an added expenditure.

The point I wish to make is tha t a whole community is going to 
suffer, plus the fact that we now have more people on welfare. Who 
is paying  for their  being on welfare? Answer tha t question.

I would rather pay to have a man work than  to have a man on 
welfare. I hope this study will be complete in 2 months.

Mr. Reuss. Any answ er to William  McKinley ?
Mr. Kenyon. Just to summarize what I think—at least what is 

happen ing in my mind is t here  is need for stric ter regulations and 
there is need for perhaps in some instances a cushion so th at business 
will not be put out of business. If  you have “X '5 glue company pour
ing waste in the rivers and the  regulations say no, you camiot do it, 
there are several kinds of cushions, ei ther comply in 1 year or allow’ 
a 3-percent loan to enable immediate compliance.

Mr. Reuss. May I  ask you one more th ing about t hat?
Suppose the “X ” glue company had been pouring its wastes into 

the waters in violation of a Federal law’ which says th at unless you 
get a permit from the Corps of Engineers you shall not pour your 
refuse or waste into the waterways. What w’ould your feeling be?

Mr. Kenyon. Then I thin k there  would be call for an injunction. ,
In that case, the business would stop operating. That law’ has been 
on the books since 1898. It  seems to me they ought to know it  is there, 
and they ought to know’ that if you are going to set up and make 
rules, you will have to comply with them.

Mr. Reuss. What  would you say, Mr. Grabarck ?
Mr. Grabarck. Unfo rtuna tely,  I am very practical. If  I can get 

around a law when it clamps on me a little bit, I do. I am going to 
be very honest. I think everyone in this  room has. You know’, speeding 
down the highway, we see a police officer, down to  35 miles an hour 
from 70. Yet we are breaking a law.

Mr. Reuss. I didn’t ask you what you would do. My question is 
what, should the public do now* t ha t it has discovered this?

Mr. Grabarck. Why suddenly pick up the Bible and start  running 
around with it? We have been lax in the enforcement of the law for 
so long—why wasn’t  this law enforced over the period of years th at 
it was in effect? No; now’ that  everything has reached a peak and
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everyone is really active in environment, we are going to  clamp down 
on this business. 1 don’t think it is right. We have permitted the busi
ness to operate and have allowed the law to lay dormant  for this  
length of time. Fo r the sake of justice we have to make some sort o f 
arrangements so as not to knock th is business out of operation.

Mr. Barcey. If  we were to force down all these clamps and laws, 
this would absolutely immobilize the economy. There would be no 
way at all tha t we could recover from the thing. We made a mistake, 
and we didn ’t realize what we were doing all along. We thou ght 
growth fo r the sake of growth was good.

Mr. Reuss. Are you all suggesting tha t we postpone the environ
mental decade until the  1980’s ?

Mr. Barcey. I am pragmatic enough in the approach to go along 
with Mr. Grabarck’s suggestion. Cushioning.

Fir st of all, we know change requires three things. I t requires an 
actor, you and I. It  requires a mandate  of change from the public, 
and tha t is not there. And it requires the law we have to correct, a 
technological innovation.

We have to  work for those three things. We don’t have them yet.
Mr. Spensley. I think business is the last place in this  country7 that 

needs the cushion. I thin k the taxpayer  needs the cushion. If  Mr. 
Grabarck believes in the free enterpr ise system—as I believe he does— 
why should we not shut  down tha t glue company and let a glue com
pany which can produce without pollution come in ?

Mr. Grabarck. You are talk ing about the same thing.
Mr. Spensley. No; I am not. You are saying continue to let tha t 

company pollute or give them the money to solve the problem. I  am 
saying why not shut down the company ? Why should we cushion it? 
Let another  company come in.

Mr. Grabarck. Have you ever buil t a business? It  is a very simple 
question.

Mr. Spensley. I never lived through the depression either, but I 
can ta lk of some of the  things  and how I  feel about it. Maybe I don’t 
expound with the expertise of owning a business. I  have been runn ing 
a business, but it is a nonprofit business.

Mr. S haine. I think  you are going to find generally  th at the prob
lem we are  talking about is not the “X ” glue factory on the shores of 
Lake Michigan. It is General Motors. But there are going to be small 
businesses like the “X " glue factory which are going to suffer.

In any big system, like the United States or anyth ing tha t vast, 
when you try  to impose a majo r change in priorities, a lot of little 
people are going to get  tram pled. The thing is that  people are ge tting 
trampled now. The people who go to the  beach are also li ttle people. 
They are being trampled by the  “ X ” glue factory. It  is a question of 
shif ting the burden. You could cushion by giving  the “X ” glue com
pany 8 months. But don't give them 10 years. Make it  as easy as you 
can without giv ing out vast  Federal funds which would also end up in 
the pockets of General Motors to be a cushion.

Mr. Scott. I th ink one has to be aware of the complexity. The solu
tion to one problem is the cause of another, and it was advocated here 
a while ago that  we could save a lot of Federal dollars by not sub
sidizing small farms. That  means all those people are going to shut
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down those small farms and go into the city and be supported on 
welfare in tha t city. There is no easy answer.

If  we scrap the SST, we very seriously hur t Seattle, Wash. There 
is no doubt about that. We don’t say these things lightly. If  we run 
General Motors down to the profit margin, General Motors stock is 
not going to be very desirable in the stock exchange. I  think we know 
tha t implication  when we say these things.

Mr. Reuss. With  reference to the  impact on Seattle of stopping the 
SST,  let me present to you a program which I am now working on. 
This would be to take the money th at Boeing is supposed to get from 
the Federa l Government in the next few years for the SST—coming 
to some $700 million—and cease work on the  SST. But we would give 
Boeing a pr iority on any research, development, and production of a ir 
pollution control equipment, water pollution control equipment, mass 
trans it, solid waste disposal, and so on.

Would tha t seem to you a better use of Seattle’s and the Na tion’s re
sources than we have now ?

Mr. Scott. Very clearly. We have a manufacturer in Ann Arbor 
which makes a ir pollution devices and  it is the worst po lluter in Ann 
Arbor. One has to be a little cautious. I think the approach is very 
sound.

The other thing I want to say is tha t I get the impression from ta lk
ing to various people tha t there are some people who hope we can save 
the environment without making any sacrifice: I f we just do a clever 
enough balancing act, and if we clean things up a little  b it here and 
there, everyth ing will be great and we will s till have our televisions 
and so forth. But the automobile itself is a pol lutant  I am not in
terested in what comes out of the end of it. The automobiles are just 
straight pollutants. They ought to be under interdiction in tha t sense.

Therefore, simply trying to find a way to  clean up  the parti cular 
product of a company, it seems to me, is looking a t the problem with 
very many blinde rs: Not only is the automobile a pollu tant but, as 
Ben pointed out, in the case of Seattle—and it has been replicated in 
every major city in the country—the automobile is p recip itating all 
these other things.

The automobile is what is doing us in on the North Slope of Alaska. 
I think  we have to remember that somebody is probably going to get 
hurt  in all this, and we are all probably going to get hurt because we. 
are called upon to make sacrifices. We cannot have a trillion dollar 
economy and a decent environment, too. Maybe there is a way out, but 
is is not the Band-Aid approach. I  think the kind of research th at needs 
to lie supported is a little economic research at the theory level first. 
We do not understand how to run a stable, as opposed to a growing 
economy. How we go from a cowboy to a spaceship economy is just 
totally divorced of any serious study by economists.

Mr. R euss. Let me ask my last  question on what you have jus t sug
gested : You have just suggested, in effect, zero growth in the economy. 
We have a trillion dollar annual gross national product now, and 
when you say no more than that , you are saying zero growth. I would 
certainly  agree with you, and I developed this thesis in our hear
ings before the Joint Economic Committee this year—that  we have to 
change ou r measure of growth so th at we crank in the environmental 
factor.
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Let ’s assume for the purposes of this  discussion that we do that , tha t 
we rearrange our priori ties so th at  we come down hard on achieving 
pure air, waiter, and land. Hav ing said tha t, however, it seems to me 
tha t the burden is on those who would advocate zero growth to  tell u s: 
One, what you are going to do about the 20 percent  of the population 
which is quite poor and would ju st love to have some of those dreadful 
material things like a washing machine. Second, what you a re going 
to do about ge tting  sufficient revenues in the Federa l T reasury so tha t 
we can spend the hundreds of billions of dollars  that we need to spend 
on the environment in the next decade. And, third,  if you stop eco
nomic growth, what are you going to do about p roviding jobs for  the 
very considerable number of new people who are coming on the job 
market as well as those who are unfortunate ly unemployed right now?

I think those are questions th at  have to be answered, and my own 
hunch is tha t we don’t have to go to  zero economic growth  in order 
to preserve our environment, th at what we have got stra ightforw ardly 
to do is to preserve our environment and then continue, at least for 
some time to come, to produce material goods, too—but of a nature  
tha t does not affront the environment.

Mr. Scott. I think the one clear answer to  tha t is th at the burden 
of p roof is on the growth at this  stage. I agree th at the 20 percent of 
the population  tha t is in very serious economic s trai ts is something 
we have to be concerned about as a prio rity  matter. I am also con
cerned about the 20 percent o f the population tha t is overweight, th at 
has four cars. I t is a redistributional problem.

I do not think we can sustain our standard of living at the level i t 
is. I think we are going to have to  back off; and tha t means, in fact, 
from a standard  of living point of view, a negative growth, i f you will.

Once you have accomplished tha t kind of thing, you can have a kind 
of growth tha t in fact represents  positive goals, th at does not lead to 
governmental destruction, that does work within  those frameworks. 
I think i t is fine, that  you would measure by, for  example, the  amount 
of ticket sales at the  Cleveland Symphony Orchestra. F or  the first year 
they are having to make a public fund appeal.

Those are the kinds of things that  do not get measured in our 
growth at all. A lot of them are going to be very difficult, if not impos
sible, to pu t a do llar cost on. The dollar  growth has always been easy. 
You just apply that  to a benefit-cost thin g and you get a magic a n
swer. You avoid making any judgments. I think we have got to come 
to the point tha t we make judgments.

Mr. R et tss. We agree on tha t. We certainly do have to make judg
ments. But where I boggle a bit is at the notion tha t, having made 
those judgments and enforced them on the cu ltural and environmental 
side, I  still think we need growth to handle our existing  problems of 
Federal revenues, the poor, and jobs.

There are o ther ways of doing there th ings, but it seems to me it is 
up to the people who say “zero growth” to come up with alternate 
answers to the problem of revenues, jobs, and the poor.

Mr. Scott. I think  there are two things that  are possible to get 
lost in. I am not saving we ought not to produce more rutabagas in 
the San Fernando Valley in California  and distr ibute them into the 
system. I am saying maybe what we need is fewer Cadillacs. You do 
not have growth in those sectors t hat  reach the social problems about
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which you are concerned, but rather growth that  takes the place of 
growth that  is totally destructive.

Sure, I want growth in mass transit in the worst way. The best way 
to pay for that , while sti ll not impeding the environment, is to cut 
back on the automobile—and all of the costs that are associated with 
the automobile.

This is going to have a tremendous impact on the glass manufac
turers, because they have got the hot idea that you can break up old 
Coke bottles and make aspha lt out of them.

I think you need growth in some sectors. I think you need negative 
growth  very strongly in others. And on balance I suspect it has to come 
out on a negative rate for the total economy, simply because we are 
living at a rate  of resource use and environmental destruction that  we 
cannot sustain—particularly  when there is another world out there 
that  wants everything we have got. It  is not 20 percen t; it is 100 zillion 
percent, when you talk about the planet. That  is what distresses me.

Mr. K enyon. I think I have come to the conclusion th at we really 
do need to work toward at least a zero growth or at least a small 
amount of growth. I  am also worried about the fact th at the lit tle man 
is not only hurt by dirty  beaches but by businesses that are put out 
of business.

I jus t want to bring up something I did not have a chance to men
tion in my testimony. It  seems tha t when a person is for growth, he is 
usually for some kind of restrained growth or choice of products. 
Would it be at all possible to misquote the anti trus t laws and say we 
ask, or we demand, that you conspire in re straint of trade? Could we 
have some sort o f committee set up? For instance, the container indus
try, Continental Can and some of the other industries—these people 
are always worried that if I stop putt ing out nonreturnable bottles I  
am in a bad competitive situat ion. Could we ask them to get together 
with other industries that  are producing the same type of products 
under governmental supervision so tha t hopefully we would not go 
beyond that?

Mr. Reuss. I think  the answer is yes, we could, and indeed Secre
tary  of  Commerce Stans,  to his credit, is I think  doing something like 
this now with certain of these industries.

I have taken too much time. Mr. Carlson, do you have any ques
tions ?

Mr. Carlson. Just one, if I  may, for Mr. Barcey.
In  l isting specifics of a current  environmental program, Mr. Grab- 

arck touched on the welfare program and suggested that people who 
do not work should be utilized as a labor  force to clean up this country.

I do not have a copy of your statement to refer to, but you discussed 
a restudy of the welfare program. Do you have in mind something 
like Mr. Grabarck said ?

Mr. Barcey. From both angles. Fir st of all, by enhancing the 
quali ty of life; this is the main theme. But from the other standpoint, 
yes; a WPA -typeproject.

The thing to emphasize in all of our programs has to be that  we 
look at cause and effect type things. You do not send a bunch of 
people to  Vietnam to solve a problem there, because th at is not how 
you solve the problem. The causes of that problem are misery, mis- 
distr ibution of land, ignorance. You do not send the military to solve 
those problems. One looks at the cause of the problems.
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It  is the  same thing with the welfare rolls. We want to elimina te 
the cause o f people on the welfare rolls. To make sure to get off the  
welfare rolls they have to be gett ing a basic education, their children 
are in school. We can set up programs such as w’ork to clean up the 
environment.

I believe the other th ing is to get them into the labor force, working 
on programs designed to recycle materials, building the  other hal f of 
the economic machine I referred to. I cannot think of them directly 
in terms of make-work projects. It  was more in terms of enhancing 
their  quality as a person.

Mr. Carlson. Th at is all.
Mr. Reuss. Mr. Ind ritz ?
Mr. I ndritz. I have just two or three questions. Mr. Grabarck, you 

* mentioned tha t you have some 2,000 instances of conflicts in redun
dancies between various Government agency programs.

Mr. Grabarck. Those agencies I mentioned.
Mr. Indritz. Our subcommittee is vigorously looking into those 

things. We would -welcome your  sending us a lette r reciting them in 
detail.

Mr. Grabarck. Will they be used as such ? The thin g is I  would be 
glad to put them all together i f they would be used.

Mr. I ndritz. I  prefaced my remark by saying our subcommittee has  
been looking into them very vigorously. We would welcome them and 
would express our appreciation for sending us as many of these 
details as you can.

Mr. Grabarck. All right.
Mr. I ndritz. Second, I think I understood you to say tha t you 

criticized our recent rep ort on our waters and w’etlands.
Mr. Grabarck. I  did  not criticize it ; I was referr ing to it.
Mr. I ndritz. Thank you.
Mr. Graback. I made reference to it. I pointed out tha t your re

port supported criticism I had of the  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers , 
and their lack of action in several instances.

Mr. Reuss. I t is all righ t to criticize our reports, I  might add.
Mr. Grabarck. I did not criticize i t; it was a very good report.
Mr. Indritz. If  you do criticize, we would like to know where you 

criticize them. We want to improve wherever we can.
Mr. Spensley, you had several recommendations. On item No. 4, 

you suggested tha t citizens have the right to sue for damages. Dam
ages are sometimes very difficult for citizens to prove. Did you rea lly 
mean “sue for damages’’ or would you pref er suits for injunct ive 

♦ relief to prevent continu ing damage to the environment ?
Mr. Spensley. I meant damages, and I realize in many cases they 

are hard  to  determine. Injunctive relief—I have not considered tha t. 
I th ink it probably should be within that category.

I think  Mr. D ingell ’s bill recently was one that reflected th is same 
kind of proposal, and I think in his bill he also talked about suing 
for damages if I am not wrong.

Mr. I ndritz. Your first recommendation suggested tha t the Pre s
ident’s Environmen tal Quality Council publish a consumer report list 
ing preferable  products for use by the  consumer public. I take it  you 
mean preferable from the standpoint of not damaging the environment, 
rather than preferable as to the use to lie made of it or its ability
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to satisfy consumer wants. Thus you would leave to the consumer the 
determination as to what produc t best satisfies the consumer. You 
would simply apprise him of information concerning the damage 
tha t the produc t would have on the environment ?

Mr. Spensley. I  think that  is the implication of the recommenda
tion ; yes. I think the suggestion is tha t recommendations be made as 
an informational  item for the consumer to use in determining what 
products he should be interested in buying if he is committed to the 
environmental cause.

I do not think tha t kind of inform ation—at least not enough of 
tha t kind of information—is available. I see that as a very produc
tive thing that the Council can tur n out in addition to advising the 
President.

Mr. Indritz. Tha t is all.
Mr. Reuss. Gentlemen, thank you very much, indeed, fo r your  very 

helpful presentations.
The subcommittee will stand in adjournment.
(Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.)
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Appendix 1 The National E nvironmental  P olicy Act of 1969 
(Public Law 91-19 0, J anuary 1,19 70 )

P u b li c  La w 9 1 -1 9 0  
9 1 s t C o n g re ss , S. 10 75  

Ja n u a ry  1, 19 70

2n2Ut ______
To establish a natio nal policy for  the environment, to provide for the establish

ment of  a Council on Environmental Quality,  and  for o ther purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and Home of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, Tha t this Act may National En- 

be cited as the “National Environm ental Policy Act of 1969’’. v ir o n m a n ta i
P o li o y  A ot  o f

Sec. 2. The purposes of this Act ar e: To declare a nationa l policy 
which will encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between man 
and his environment; to promote efforts which will preven t or elimi
nate damage to the environment and biosphere and stimulate  the 
health and welfare of man ; to enrich the understanding of the eco
logical systems and natural resources importan t to the Nation; and to 
establish a Council on Environ mental  Quality.

TI TL E I  '

DECLARATION OF NAT ION AL ENV IRO NMENT AL POLICY

Sec. 101. (a ) The Congress, recognizing the profound impact of P o l i o l s s  and  

man’s ac tivity on the interre lations  of all components of the natu ral goals, 
environment, part icul arly  the profound influences of population  
growth, high-density urbaniza tion, indust rial expansion, resource 
exploitation, and new and expanding technological advances and 
recognizing further  the c ritica l importance of restoring and mainta in
ing environmental quality  to the overall welfare and development of 
man, declares that  it is th e continuing policy of the Fede ral Govern
ment, in cooperation w ith S tate  and local governments, and o ther con
cerned public and priv ate organizations, to use all practicable means 
and measures, inc luding financial and technical assistance, in a man
ner calculated to  foster  and promote the general welfare, to c reate and 
maintain  conditions unde r which man and natu re can exist in 
productive harmony, and  fulfill the social, economic, and other 
requirements of present and futur e generations of Americans.

(b ) In  o rder to carr y out the policy set forth  in this Act, it is the 
continuing responsibility of the Federal Government to use all prac
ticable means, consistent with  other essential considerations of 
national policy, to improve and coordinate Federal  plans, functions, 
programs, and resources to the end that the Nation may—

/ (1 ) fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of 
the environment for succeeding generations;

(2 ) assure for all Americans safe, health ful, productive, and 
esthetically and cu ltura lly pleasing surroundings;

(3 ) atta in the widest range o f beneficial uses o f the environ
ment without d egradation,  risk to health or safety, or other unde
sirable and unintended consequences;

(4 ) preserve importa nt historic, cultur al, and natural aspects 
of our national herita ge, and maintain, wherever possible, an 
environment which supports diversity and variety of individual 
choice;

(61 achieve a balance between population and resource use 
whicn will permit high standards  oi liv ing and a wide sharin g of 
life's amenities; and
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P u b . L a w  9 1 - 1 9 0  -  2 -
63 STAT. 653

J a n u a r y  1,  1 9 7 0

(6 ) enhance the qua lity  of renewab le resources and app roa ch 
the maximum  attain able recyc ling of depletable resources.

(c ) The Co ngre ss recognizes th at each person should enjoy a hea lth 
ful envi ronm ent and  th at  each person has a responsibility to contr ibut e 
to the pre serv atio n and  e nhancement o f the enviro nment. 

Admin istrati on. S ec. 102. Th e Congress authorizes and dire cts th at,  to the fulle st 
exte nt possible: (1 ) tne policies, regu latio ns, and  publi c laws of the  
Uni ted Sta tes  sha ll be int erp rete d and adm inis tere d in accordance 
wit h the policie s set for th in tnis Act, and (2 ) all agencies of the Fe d
eral Gove rnme nt shal l—

(A ) uti lize a sys tematic, inte rdisciplin ary  appro ach which w ill 
insure the  int egr ated use of the  na tur al and  social sciences and  
the environ men tal design ai ts  in pla nni ng and in decis ionmak ing 
which may have  an  impact on man ’s envi ronm ent;

(B ) ide nti fy  and  develop methods and  procedures, in con
sultatio n wit h the Council on Env ironm ent al Quality  established  
by ti tle  I I  o f thi s Act,  which will insu re that  prese ntly unq uan ti
fied environm enta l amenities a nd v alues may be given a pprop ria te 
cons idera tion in decis ionma king along with  economic and  tech-

Coplaa of st at e
ments, et o. ja va il 
a b il it y .

81 St at . 54.

nical cons idera tions ;
(C ) inclu de in every recommendation or  report on proposals 

for  legis latio n and  oth er ma jor Fed era l actions signific antly af 
fecti ng the  qua lity  of the hum an envi ronm ent, a detai led sta te
ment by th e responsib le official on—

(i )  the  env ironm ental  impact of the proposed action,
(i i)  any adverse envi ronm ental  effects which cannot  be 

avoid ed shoul d t he propo sal be imp lemen ted,
(i ii ) altern ativ es to th e p roposed action,
(i v ) the  rela tion ship  between local sho rt-te rm uses of 

ma n’s environ men t a nd the  m ainte nanc e and  enh ancement of 
long -ter m pro duc tivi ty, and

(v ) any  irreversib le and  irre trie vab le commitments of re
sources which would be involved in the  propose d action  
shou ld it  be implemented.

Pr io r to makin g any detai led state ment, the  responsible  Fed era l 
official sha ll consult with  and obtain the  comments of any Fe d
eral agency  w hich has juri sdic tion  by law o r special exp ertise  wi th 
respect to  any  envir onmental  impact involved. Copies of such 
state men t and  the  comments  and views of th e a ppr opria te Fed eral, 
Stat e, and  local agencies, which are auth oriz ed to develop and en
force environ men tal stan dar ds,  shall be made availab le to the  
Pre sident , th e Council on E nvir onm ental Qu ali ty and to the  pub
lic as provide d by section 552 of titl e 5. United  Sta tes  Code, and  
shall accompany the propo sal through the exis ting  agency review 
processes;

(D ) stu dy , develop, and  describe approp ria te alte rnat ives  to 
recommended courses of action in any  proposal which involves 
unresolved conflicts concerning altern ative uses of available re 
sources ;

(E ) recogn ize the worldwide and long -ran ge charact er of en
viro nme ntal  problem s and,  where cons istent  with the foreig n 
policy of th e Unit ed States, le nd ap prop ria te su pport  to init iativ es, 
resolut ions, and prog rams designed to maximize inte rnat iona l 
coope ration  in  a nticip atin g and pre ven ting  a declihe in the q uali ty 
of ma nkind ’s world  enviro nment;

(F ) make avail able to Stat es, counties , muni cipal ities, ins titu 
tions, and  i ndiv idu als,  advice an d info rma tion  useful in restor ing, 
ma intain ing , and enha ncing t he quali ty of the env ironm ent;

♦
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(G ) ini tia te and  utilize ecological inf onnat ion  in the planning 
and d evelop ment of resource-orie nted projects  -a nd

(H ) assist  the  Counci l on En vironm ent al Qu ali ty established 

by titl e I I  of th is Act.
Sec. 103. All  agenci es of the Fed era l Govern ment shall  review Re vie w,  

the ir present sta tut ory aut hority , adm inis trat ive regu latio ns, and  cu r
ren t policies and  proc edures for  the purpose of determ inin g wheth er 
there are any deficiencies or inconsistencies the rein  which pro hibit 
full  compliance wit h the purposes a nd prov isions  of this Act and shall  

propose to the Pr es ide nt not later tha n Ju ly  1, 19 71, such measures as 
may be necessary to br ing  the ir au tho rity  and  policies into conform
ity with  the int en t, purp oses,  and procedures  set forth  in this  Act.

Sec. 104. No thing in Section 102 o r 103 shal l in any way affect the 
specific sta tut ory  obli gat ions of any Fed eral  agency  (1 ) to comply 
with  c riteria or sta nd ard s of envi ronm ental  q ual ity,  (2 ) to coordinate 

or consul t with  any  oth er Fed eral or Sta te agency, or (3 ) to act, or 
ref rai n from act ing  conting ent upon the recom menda tions or certifi 

cation  of  any oth er Fed eral  or Sta te agency.
Sec. 105. The  policies and  goals set for th in th is Act are supplemen 

tary  to those set fo rth  in exis ting  auth oriz atio ns of Fed era l agencies.

T IT L E  II

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Sec. 201. The Pre sid ent shall tra nsm it to the  Congress ann ual ly Re po rt to  

begin ning Ju ly  1, 1970 , an Env iron men tal Qu ali ty Rep ort (he rein - c o n g r ess , 

af te r referre d to as the  “ rep ort ’')  which shall  set for th (1 ) the sta tus  
and condit ion of the  ma jor natur al,  manmade, or alte red environ 

menta l classes of the  Natio n, inclu ding, but not limit ed to, the air , 
the aquat ic, inc lud ing  marine? estu arine, and fresh water, and  the 
ter res tria l environ men t, including, but not limi ted to, the fores t, dr y
land , wetla nd, range, urb an, subu rban , and  ru ral envir onment j (2 ) 

cur ren t a nd foreseeable tren ds in th e q ual ity,  man agem ent and  u tili za

tion of such e nvir onm ents  and the effects of those tren ds on the social, 

economic, and  oth er requ irem ents of the  Natio n; (3 ) the  adequacy of 

availa ble natur al resour ces for  fu lfil ling  hum an and  economic requ ire

ments  of t he Nat ion  in t he lig ht of expected pop ulation  pre ssu res ; (4 ) 
a review of the  pro gra ms  and activitie s (in clu din g reg ula tory  ac

tiv itie s) of the  F edera l Government? the State  and  local governments, 

and  nongove rnmenta l entit ies or individu als, with  p ar tic ula r r eferenc e 
to the ir effect on the  envir onment and  on the conse rvati on, develop

ment and util iza tio n of nat ura l resources; and  (5 ) a pro gra m for  
remedying the  deficiencies of exis ting  pro gra ms  and  activ ities , to
geth er with recommendations  for  legis lation .

Sec. 202 . The re is crea ted in the Exe cutive Office o f the Pre sid ent  Cou ne il on 

a Council on En vir onm ent al Qu ali ty (herein af ter  referre d to as the  Environmental 

“Council” ) . The  Council shall  be composed o f thr ee  members who shal l Quality. 

be appoint ed by the  Pre sident  to serve at  his  pleasure , by and  with

the aavice and  consent  of the Senate.  The Pre sid ent  shal l designate 

one o f the members of  the Council to serve as Cha irm an. Eac h mem

ber  s hall be a person who, as a result  of his tra ini ng , experien ce, and  

atta inm ents , is exceptio nally  well qualified  to analyze  and  int erp ret  
environm enta l tre nds and  information  of  all kinds : to app rais e pro

grams and  acti viti es of  the Federal  Gove rnme nt in the  light of the 

policy set fo rth  in tit le  I  of  th is Act; to be conscious o f a nd responsive 
to the  scientific, economic, social, esthetic, and  cultu ral  needs and  in

teres ts of the  Nat ion;  and to form ulat e and  recommend natio nal 
policies to p romote t he impro vemen t of  the  qua lity  of the  envi ronment.
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Sec. 203. The Council may employ such officers and employees as 
may be necessary to  car ry out it s functions u nde r this  Act. I n  add ition, 
the Counc il may employ  and fix the  compensation  of such exper ts and 
consultants  as may be necessary for  the car rying o ut of its  functions 
und er th is A ct, in accordance wi th section 3109 of title 5, United  States 

80 s t a t .  416. Code (but withou t reg ard  to the  last sentence the reof).
Du tie s and Sec. 204. I t shall  be the duty and  functio n of the Council— *
fu no ti ons.  (1) to assist and  advise the Pre sident  in t he pre paration of the

Environm ental Qua lity  R eport  required  by section 201;
(2) to  gath er timely and  au tho rita tive info rmation  concerning

the  condi tions  and tren ds in the qua lity  o f the envi ronm ent both  
curre nt and prospective, to analyze  and interpre t such inf orm a
tion fo r the  purpose of dete rmining whe ther  such condit ions and  *
tren ds are inte rfe ring, o r a re likely to inte rfer e, w ith the achieve
ment of  the policy set fo rth  in titl e I  o f this  A ct, and to compile
and  submit to the Pre sident  studies rela ting to such conditions  
and  t re nds ;

(3) to review and  appra ise the var ious pr ogra ms and activ ities  
of the Feder al Government in the lig ht  of  th e policy set fo rth  in 
titl e I  of this  Act  for the purpose of dete rmining the  extent to 
which  such programs and activ ities  are con tributin g to the  
achievement of such policy, and to make recommendations to the 
Pre sid ent with respect the reto;

(4) to develop and recommend to the  Pre sident  nationa l poli 
cies to fos ter  and  promote the improvem ent of environm enta l 
quali ty to meet the conservation , social, economic, hea lth,  and 
other requirements and goals of th e N at ion;

(5) to conduct investigat ions, studies, surveys, research, and  
analyses rel ating  to ecological systems and enviro nmen tal qua lit y;

(6) to document and define changes in  the natura l environm ent, 
including th e pla nt and animal systems, and to accumulate neces
sary  d ata  and o ther in form ation l or  a continu ing analysi s of these 
changes or  tren ds and  an int erp retation  of the ir under lyin g 
causes;

(7) to rep ort  at least once each yea r to the Pre sident  on the  
stat e an d cond ition  of the  environme nt; and

(8) to make and  fur nis h such studie s, reports  there on, and  
recommenda tions with respect to matter s of  policy and legisla 
tion  as the P res ident may  request

Sec. 205. In  exercising its powers, functions , and  duties  under  thi s 
Act, the Council sha ll—

(1) consu lt wi th the Citizens’ Advisory Committee on Env iro n
men tal Quali ty established  by Executive  Order numbered 11472,

34 f. r. 8693. date d May  29, 1969, and  with such represen tatives of science, 
ind ust ry,  agr icu ltur e, labor, conservation organiza tions , State  
and  loca l governmen ts and othe r groups,  as it  deems advi sable; 
and

(2) utilize^ to the fullest exte nt possible, th e services, faci lities, ♦
and info rmation (inc lud ing stati stic al info rmatio n) of  public  and

Sriv ate  agencies and organiza tions , and individ uals , in  or der  th at  
upl ica tion  of effort and expense may be avoided,  thu s assu ring  

that  the Council’s activit ies w ill no t unnecessarily over lap or  con
flict with similar  activities  authorized by law and performed by 
established agencies.
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Sbo. 206. Members of  the Council  shall serve fu ll time and the 
Chairman of  the Council sha ll be compensated at the  rate provided 
for Lev el I I  of  the Exe cut ive  Sch edu le Pa y Rates (5  UJ3.C. 6313).  
The other members of  the Council  shall be compensated at the  rate 
provided for  Level IV  or the Execu tive Schedule Pa y Rates (6 
U.S .C.  6816).
Sbo. 207. There are authorized to be appropria ted to carry  out the 

provisions of  this Ac t not to exceed $300,000 for  fiscal yea r 1970, 
$700,000 for  fiscal year 1971, and  $1,000,000 for each fiscal year 
thereafter .

Ap proved  January  1, 1970.

Tenure and 
co moe ns at lon.
80 S ta t.  46 0,  
46 1.

81 S ta t.  63 8.  
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91st CONGRESS > »  4  r b  Z>H. R. 16436

IN  TH E HO USE OF RE PR ES EN TA TIVE S 

March 11,1970
Mr. Udall introduced the following bi ll; which was refer red to the Com

mittee on the Judiciary

A BILL
To promote and protec t the free flow of interstate commerce 

without unreasonable damage to the environment; to assure 
tha t activities which affect inters tate commerce will not 
unreasonably  injure environmental rights ; to provide a right  
of action for relief for protection of the environment from 
unreasonable infringement by activities which affect inter 
state commerce and to establish the right of all citizens to 
the protection, preservation, and enhancement of the 
environment.

1 Be  it enacted by the Senate  and  House of Bepresenta-

2 tives of the Uni ted  S tat es of America in Congress  assembled,

3 That this Act may be cited as the “Environmental Protec-

4 tion Act of 1970” .

5 Sec . 2. (a) The Congress finds and declares that  each

I

(332)
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2

person is entitled by right to the protection, preservation,  and 

enhancement of the air, water, land, and public trust of the 

United States and that  each person has the responsibility to 

contribute to the protection and enhancement thereof.

(b) The Congress further finds and declares that  it is 

in the public interes t to provide each person with an ade

quate remedy to protect the air, water, land, and public trust 

of the United States from unreasonable pollution, impair

ment, or destruction.

(c) The Congress further finds and declares that hazards 

to the air. water,  land, and public trust of the  United  States 

are caused largely by persons who are engaged in intersta te 

commerce, or in activities which affect inters tate commerce.

Sec. 3. (a) Any person may maintain an action for 

declaratory or equitable relief in his own behalf or in behalf 

of a class of persons similarly situated, for the protection of 

the air, water, land, or public trust of the United States from 

unreasonable pollution, impairment, or destruction which re

sults from or reasonably may result from any activi ty which 

affects inters tate commerce, wherever such activity and such 

action for relief constitute a case or controversy. Such action 

may be mainta ined against any person engaged in such ac

tivity and may be brought, without regard  to the amount in 

controversy, in the district court of the United States for any 

judicial district in which the defendant resides, transacts busi-25
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ness or may be found: Provided , That nothing herein shall 

be construed to prevent or preempt State courts from exer

cising jurisdiction in such action. Any complaint in any such 

action shall be supported by affidavits of not less than two 

technically qualified persons stating that to the best of their 

knowledge the activity  which is the subject to the action 

damages or reasonably may damage the air, water, land, or 

public trust of the United States by pollution, impairment, 

or destruction.

(b) For  the purpose of this section, the term “person” 

means any individual or organization; or any departm ent, 

agency, or instrumentality of the United  States, a State  or 

local government , the Distr ict of Columbia, the Common

wealth  of Puerto Pico, or possession of the United States 

Sec. 4. (a) When the plaintiff has made a prima  facie 

showing that the activity  of the defendant affecting inter

state commerce has resulted in or reasonably may result in 

unreasonable pollution, impairment, or destruction of the air, 

water,  land, or public trust of the United Stales, the defend

ant shall have the buiden of establishing that  there is no 

feasible and pruden t alternative  and that the activity at 

issue is consistent with and reasonably required for promo

tion of the public health, safety, and welfare in light of the  

paramount concern of the United States for the protection

w
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of its air, water, land, and public trust from unreasonable 

pollution, impairmen t, or destruction.

(b) The court may  appoint a maste r to take testimony 

and make a repo rt to the court in the action.

(c) The court or master, as well as the parties  to the 

action, may subpena expert witnesses and require the pro

duction of records, documents, and all other information nec

essary to a just disposition of the case.

(d) Costs may  be apportioned to the parties  if the 

interests of justice require.

(e) No bond shall be required by the court of the 

plaintiff: Provided , That the court may, upon clear and 

convincing evidence offered by the defendant tha t the re

lief required will resul t in irreparable damage to the de

fendant, impose a requirement  for security to cover the costs 

and damages as may be incurred by  the defendant when  relief 

is wrongfully gran ted: Provided, further , That  such security 

shall not be required  of plaintiff if the requirement thereof 

would unreasonably hinder  plaintiff in the maintenance of 

his action or would tend unreasonably to prevent a full and 

fair hearing on the activities  complained of.

Sec . 5. The court may gran t declara tory relief, tem

porary and perm anen t equitable relief, or m ay impose condi

tions on the defendant which are required to protect the 

air. water, land, or public trust of the TTnited States from 

pollution, impairment o r destruction.
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Sec. 6. This Act  shall be supplementary to existing ad

ministrat ive and regulatory  procedures provided by law and 

in any action mainta ined under the Act, the court may 

remand  the parties to such procedures: Provided,  Tha t noth

ing in this section shall be deemed to prevent  the granting  of 

interim equitable relief where required and so long as is 

necessary to protec t the rights recognized herein: Provided 

further, That any person entitled to mainta in an action under 

this Act may intervene as a par ty in all such procedures: 

Provided further , Tha t nothing herein shall be deemed to 

preve nt the maintenance  of an action, as provided in this 

Act, to protect  the rights  recognized herein, where  existing 

administrative and regulatory  procedures are found by the 

court to be inadequate for the protection of such rights: 

Provided further , That , at  the initiation of any person en

titled to maintain  an action under the Act, such procedures 

shall he reviewable in a court of competent  jurisdiction to 

the extent  necessary to protect the rights recognized herein : 

An d provided further, That in any such judicial review the 

court shall be bound by the provisions, standards, and pro

cedures of sections 3, 4, and 5 of this Act, and may order 

that additional evidence be taken with respect  to the environ

mental issues involved.

«

*

♦



Appendix 3

HOUSE BILL No. 3055
[MICHIGAN HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES]

A p r il  1, 1969 , In tr o d u ce d  by Rep . Thomas J . And erso n 

and re fe r re d  to  th e Com mittee  on C o n se rv a tion  and

R e c re a ti o n .

A b i l l  to  p ro v id e  f o r  a c t io n s  f o r  d e c la r a to r y  and 

e q u i ta b le  r e l i e f  f o r  p r o te c t io n  o f  th e  a i r ,  w a te r  and  

o th e r  n a tu r a l re s o u rc e s  o f  th e  s t a t e ;  to  p re s c r ib e  

th e  d u t ie s  o f  th e  a t to r n e y  g e n e ra l,  p o l i t i c a l  s u b d iv is io n s  

and th e  c i t i z e n s  o f  th e  s ta t e ;  and to  p ro v id e  f o r  

j u d i c i a l  p ro c e e d in g s  r e la t i v e  th e r e to .

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF MICHIGAN ENACT:

1 Se c.  1. T h is  a c t  s h a ll  be known and may be

2 c i t e d  as th e  n a tu r a l re s o u rc e  c o n s e rv a t io n  and e n v ir o n -

3 m en ta l p r o te c t io n  a c t  o f 1969'-

A Se c.  2 . The a t to r n e y  g e n e ra l,  a c i t y ,  v i l la g e

5 o r  to w n s h ip  o r  a c i t i z e n  o f  th e  s ta te  may m a in ta in  an

24 80  '6 9

(33 7)
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a c t io n  f o r  d e c la r a to r y  and e q u i ta b le  r e l i e f  in  th e  name o f  

th e  s ta te  a g a in s t  any p e rs o n , in c lu d in g  a go ve rn m e n ta l i n s t r u 

m e n ta l i t y  o r  a g e n cy , f o r  th e  p r o te c t io n  o f  th e  a i r ,  w a te r and  

o th e r  n a tu ra l re s o u rc e s  o f  th e  s ta te  fr om  p o l lu t io n ,  im p a ir 

men t o r  d e s t r u c t io n ,  o r  f o r  p r o te c t io n  o f  th e  p u b l ic  t r u s t

in  th e  n a tu ra l re s o u rc e s  o f  th e  s ta te .

Sec . 3 . (1 ) When th e  p l a i n t i f f  in  th e  a c t io n  has

made a p rim a  f a c ie  show in g  th a t  th e  co n d u c t o f  th e  d e fe n d a n t 

ha s , o r  is  re a s o n a b ly  l i k e l y  to  p o l lu t e ,  im p a ir  o r  d e s tr o y  

th e  a i r ,  w a te r  o r  o th e r  n a tu ra l re s o u rc e s  o r  th e  p u b l ic  

t r u s t  o f  th e  s ta t e ,  th e  d e fe n d a n t has th e  bu rd en  o f  e s ta b 

l i s h in g  th a t  th e re  is  no f e a s ib le  and p ru d e n t a l t e r n a t i v e  

and th a t  th e  c o n d u c t,  p ro gra m  o r  p ro d u c t a t  is s u e  is  con 

s is t e n t  w it h  and re a s o n a b ly  re q u ir e d  f o r  p ro m o ti o n  o f  th e  

p u b l ic  h e a l th ,  s a fe ty  and w e lf a r e  in  l i g h t  o f  th e  s t a t e 's  

para m ount co n ce rn  f o r  th e  p r o te c t io n  o f  i t s  n a tu ra l re s o u rc e s  

fr o m  p o l lu t io n ,  im p a ir m e n t o r  d e s t r u c t io n .

(2 ) The c o u r t  may a p p o in t  a m as te r o r  r e fe r e e ,  who 

s h a ll  be a d is in t e r e s t e d  pe rs on  and t e c h n ic a l ly  q u a l i f i e d ,  

to  ta ke  te s ti m o n y  an d make a re p o r t  to  th e  c o u r t  in  th e  

a c t io n .  The  c o s ts  th e r e o f  may be a p p o r ti o n e d  to  th e  

p a r t ie s  i f  th e  in te r e s t s  o f  j u s t i c e  re q u ire .

Sec . A. (1 ) The c o u r t  may g ra n t  te m p o ra ry  and p e r 

man en t e q u it a b le  r e l i e f ,  o r  may impo se  c o n d i t io n s  on th e

*

«

♦
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d e fe n d a n t th a t  a re  re q u ir e d  to  p r o te c t  th e  p u b l ic  t r u s t

o r  a i r ,  w a te r  an d o th e r  n a tu r a l re s o u rc e s  o f  th e  s ta te

fr om  p o l lu t io n ,  im p a ir m e n t o r  d e s t r u c t io n .

(2 ) I f  a d m in is t r a t iv e ,  li c e n s in g  o r  o th e r  su ch  

p ro c e e d in g s  a re  re q u ir e d  o r  a v a i la b le  to  d e te rm in e  th e  

l e g a l i t y  o f  th e  d e fe n d a n t’s c o n d u c t,  p ro gra m  o r  p ro d u c t ,  

th e  c o u r t  may re m it  th e  p a r t ie s  to  such p ro c e e d in g s . In  

so  r e m i t t in g  th e  c o u r t  may g ra n t  te m p o ra ry  e q u it a b le  

r e l i e f  wher e a p p r o p r ia te  to  p re v e n t i r r e p a r a b le  in ju r y

to  th e  n a tu r a l re s o u rc e s  o r  p u b l ic  t r u s t  o f  th e  s ta te .

In  so  r e m i t t in g  th e  c o u r t  s h a ll  r e t a in  j u r i s d i c t i o n  o f  th e

a c t io n  p e nd in g  c o m p le ti o n  t h e r e o f ,  f o r  th e  pu rp ose  o f  

d e te rm in in g  w h e th e r adequa te  c o n s id e r a t io n  has been 

g iv e n  to  th e  p r o te c t io n  o f  th e  p u b l ic  t r u s t  and th e

a i r ,  w a te r o r  o th e r  n a tu ra l re s o u rc e s  o f  th e  s ta te  fr om

p o l lu t io n ,  im p a ir m e n t o r  d e s t r u c t io n ,  an d , i f  so ,

w h e th e r th e  a g e n c y 's  d e c is io n  is  s u p p o rte d  by  th e

p re po nde ra n ce  o f  th e  e v id e n c e  up on  th e  w ho le  re c o rd .

(3 ) I f  such c o n s id e r a t io n  has n o t been a d e q u a te , 

th e  c o u r t  s h a ll  a d ju d ic a te  th e  im pact on th e  p u b l ic

t r u s t  and  a i r ,  w a te r  and  n a tu ra l re s o u rc e s  o f  th e

s ta te  in  a cco rd a n c e  w it h  th e  p re c e d in g  s e c t io n s  o f  

t h is  a c t ,  o r  w h e re , as  to  an y su ch  a d m in is t r a t iv e ,  

li c e n s in g  o r  o th e r  p ro c e e d in g , j u d i c i a l  re v ie w

2480 '69
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th e re o f  is  a v a i la b le ,  th e  p a r t ie s  s h a ll  be r e m it te d  to  th e

p ro c e s s e s  o f  su ch  re v ie w  as au gm en ted by  s e c t io n  5 , and  

up on  th e  v e s t in g  o f  j u r i s d i c t i o n  in  any o th e r  c o u r t  o f  th e  

s t a t e ,  th e  c o u r t  may d is m is s  th e  a c t io n  b ro u g h t h e re u n d e r
*

w i th o u t  p r e ju d ic e  to  th e  p a r t ie s .

Sec . 5 . (1 ) In  such a d m in is t r a t iv e , 1 i ce ns  i ng o r

o th e r  p ro c e e d in g , and in  a j u d i c i a l  re v ie w th e re o f  made

av a i 1a b 1e by la w , th e  a t to r n e y  g e n e ra l , a c i t y ,  v i 11 age

o r  to w n s h ip , o r  a c i t i z e n  o f  th e  s ta te  may in te rv e n e  as

a p a r ty  on th e  f i l i n g  o f  a v e r i f i e d  p le a d in g  a s s e r t in g  

t h a t  th e  p ro c e e d in g  o r  a c t io n  f o r  j u d i c i a l  re v ie w  in v o lv e s

c o n d u c t,  p ro gra m s o r  p ro d u c ts  w h ic h  may ha ve  th e  e f f e c t  

o f  im p a ir in g ,  p o l lu t in g  o r  d e s t ro y in g  th e  p u b l ic  t r u s t

o r  a i r ,  w a te r  o r  o th e r  n a tu r a l re s o u rc e s  o f  th e  s ta te .

(2 ) In  an y su ch  a d m in is t r a t iv e ,  li c e n s in g  o r  o th e r  

p ro c e e d in g , th e  ag en cy  s h a ll  c o n s id e r  th e  a ll e g e d  im p a ir 

m e n t,  p o l lu t io n  o r  d e s t r u c t io n  o f  th e  p u b l ic  t r u s t  o r  

a i r ,  w a te r o r  o th e r  n a tu r a l re s o u rc e s  o f  th e s ta te  and

no c o n d u c t,  p ro gra m  o r  p ro d u c t  s h a ll  be a u th o r iz e d  o r 

app ro ved  w h ic h  do es , o r  is  re a s o n a b ly  l i k e l y  to  ha ve  su ch  

e f f e c t  so  lo ng as th e re  is  a f e a s ib le  and  p ru d e n t a l t e r 

n a t iv e  c o n s is te n t  w i th  th e  re a s o n a b le  re q u ir e m e n ts  o f  th e

p u b l ic  h e a l th ,  s a fe ty  an d w e lf a r e .

(3 ) In  an a c t io n  f o r  j u d i c i a l  re v ie w  o f  an y p ro c e e d in g

24 83  '6 9
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d e s c r ib e d  in  s u b s e c t io n  ( 2 ) ,  th e  c o u r t ,  in  a d d i t io n  to  an y 

o th e r  d u t ie s  im po se d upon i t  by  la w , s h a ll  g ra n t  re v ie w  o f  

c la im s  th a t  th e  c o n d u c t,  p ro gra m  o r  p ro d u c t  under re v ie w  

ha s , o r  is  re a s o n a b ly  l i k e l y  to  im p a ir ,  p o l lu t e  o r  d e s t ro y  

th e  p u b l ic  t r u s t  o r  th e  a i r ,  w a te r  o r  o th e r  n a tu ra l

re s o u rc e s  o f  th e  s t a t e ,  and in  g r a n t in g  su ch  re v ie w  i t  

s h a ll  f o l lo w  th e  s ta n d a rd s  and  p ro c e e d in g s  s e t f o r t h

in  t h is  a c t  in  a d d i t io n  to  th e  re v ie w  a u th o r iz e d  by A c t

No. 197 o f  th e  P u b li c  A c ts  o f  19 52 , as am en de d,  b e in g  

s e c t io n s  24 .1 01 to  2 4 .1 10  o f  th e  C om pile d  Laws o f  19 48 .

Se c.  6 . In  an a c t io n  wher e a p l a i n t i f f  o r  in t e r -  

ven o r s e e k in g  j u d i c i a l  a d ju d ic a t io n  as p ro v id e d  by  t h is  

a c t  has  f a i l e d  to  in te rv e n e  in  an y a d m in is t r a t iv e ,  l i c e n 

s in g  o r  o th e r  such p ro c e e d in g s , th e  c o u r t  may re m it  su ch  

p l a i n t i f f  o r  in te r v e n o r  to  such p ro c e e d in g  f o r  a m p l i f i 

c a t io n  o f  th e  re c o rd  th e r e in ,  and may o rd e r  th e  g r a n t in g  

o f  in te r v e n t io n  an d th e  g r a n t in g  o f  re v ie w  th e r e in  as 

p ro v id e d  in  s e c t io n  5-  Howeve r,  wher e in te r v e n t io n

was a v a il a b le  in  such a d m in is t r a t iv e ,  l ic e n s in g  o r  

o th e r  p ro c e e d in g s ,  an d wher e th e  p l a i n t i f f  o r  in te rv e n o r  

s e e k in g  j u d i c i a l  a d ju d ic a t io n  h e re u n d e r w i l f u l l y  and

in e x c u s a b ly  re fu s e d  in te r v e n t io n  t h e r e in ,  th e  c o u r t

may d is m is s  th e  a c t io n  w i th  p r e ju d ic e  to  th e  p l a i n t i f f

o r  in te r v e n o r .

24 80  '6 9



Appendix  4.—‘‘P rogress Means P ollutio n: An I dea W hose T ime
H as Come—and Gone,” by F rank  M. P otter, J r.,1 E xecutive
D irector. E nvironmental  Clearinghou se, I nc., W ashin gton,
D.C.  »

I.  INTRODUCTION AN D SU MMAR Y

Knowledgeable men today  app ear  to be in gene ral agreement  th at  mankind 
faces a new dimension of environme ntal crises—th at,  however dis tan t the  pros 
pect may appear,  we have  developed the power  to so degrade the environm ent 
in which we live and  upon which we depend th at  the qual ity of our  lives—pos
sibly our existence itse lf—is at  h azard .

The reasons unde rlyin g these crises are  varie d, but  they  seem to sprin g from a 
common sou rce : Our abi lity  to manipulate the  physical world has  progre ssed 
fas ter  and  fa rth er  tha n have the social ins tituti on s and prote ctive  mechanisms 
which migh t act  as cont rols over th at  abili ty. In  the mids t of the technological 
revolution, individu als become demoralized and ineffect ive; pri vat e ente rprise 
has no motivatio n to  tam per  with  the  goose th at  lays the golden egg, and  the 
Government is inad equa tely stim ulat ed to tak e forceful step s to resolve the  
dilemma.

Our environm enta l problems are  not ent ire ly the legacies of deficient social 
in sti tu tio ns : A cer tain amou nt of ecological pertu rba tion is inevi table  and  is, 
indeed, imp ortant  to  the surv ival of civiliza tion as  we know it. Nonetheless , while 
the ecology of the ea rth  is und er conside rable str ess  as a result  of  m an’s act ions, 
and  will contin ue to be so, the lack of abil ity to devise bet ter  correc tive social 
restr ain ts upon ram pan t technology app ears  to be the decisive fac tor  in the 
envi ronm ental c rises  th at  confr ont us.

Not unt il we are  able to step fa r enough awa y to  see the crises  and  the  insti 
tutions  in the same context will we be in a  positio n to diagnose  the problems and 
begin to prescribe remedies. Such a comprehensive review may, it is hoped, sug
gest ways in which we may make those ins titu tions more responsiv e to  t he  needs 
of man and  th e la ws of nature.

Curren t environm ental problems vary  in effect and force, but  they  are  nothi ng 
if not pe rvasi ve : Exi stin g a t a ll levels of  society,  fr om local to internation al. They 
evidence the  lack of an adeq uate  info rmation base, unrespo nsive and ineffec tual 
techniques for  technological evalu ation  and restr ain t, rapi d rat es  of physical 
change  compounded by a critically  slow social reactio n t ime, all fu rth er  magnified 
by a surpris ing  lack of consensus on the envi ronm enta l goals th at  we reall y wish 
to achieve.

Pollution,  which  we may define as usin g a resource in such a way as to <
make it  less desi rable for  othe r uses, is inev itab le only unt il we can develop 
adeq uate  tools for  dealing with  it. The Gover nment will never do the  job by 
itself. The  key to the problem, if any exi sts  at  all. seems to lie ra th er  in 
put ting  stro nge r weapons into the hands of the  public—helping it to precipi
ta te  the  necessary  refo rms  through jud icia l and  othe r channel s. Th at process 
would be greatly  fac ilit ate d if we were able to require those who inten d to 
make use of common resour ces to disclose their inte ntio ns and  the expecte d 
consequences of their action s fa r enough in adva nce to allow less dire ctly in
tere sted  partie s to cons ider possible una nticip ate d consequences and if neces
sary  to force a public review in which the  ran ge of social costs and benefits 
might  be explored impartially . Also, the  burden of showing the  need fo r action 
should be shif ted from the public to those  who wish to make use of public 
resources.

Cur rent public concern with environm enta l issues  shows no signs of slac k
ening and, ass iste d by new ways of fun din g environm ental protec tion pro
grams, must  provide the  ultimate impetus fo r any upt urn  in wha t has  been 
a rapidly declining qua lity  of life for all men.

1 C op yr ight , 196 9, F ra n k  M. P o tt er,  J r .
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Pollu tion is becoming increasingly  inte rna tional  in scope. Here the  issues  
will be less easily resolved, chiefly because of the  lack  of effective nonviolent 
sanct ions. The  best ava ilab le tool for coun teracting global environmental prob
lems may lie only in effectively mobilizing world  public opinion.

Current proposals for  tre at ies for the use of the  oceans and the ocean 
floors provide a useful exercise in developing imagina tive steps  to protect 
a vita l pa rt of the ecology of the  earth . The best hoj>e for a workable de
vice for  thi s purpose migh t lie in the crea tion of an organiza tion  to serve 
as an ombudsman for the seas.

I I . T H E  IN S T IT U T IO N S ----HOW  DO W E GET W H ER E W E ARE ?
♦

A. The indiv idual
No rat ional person consciously acts to d egrade  the  qua lity  of his own life. He 

may do so through ina ttention, neglect, or general  hopelessness—and to some 
extent  most of us do—but rar ely  if ever does an individual set out deliberate ly

♦ to foul his own nest. It  is difficult to find a cur ren t newspaper without at  
leas t one story on envi ronm enta l problem s; and  people who read these stor ies 
react to  them. This  reac tion  may take the form of am use me nt; more often, and 
with increasing frequency , the  react ion is sympathet ic. Env ironmental con
cerns are no longer the  priva te preserve of the bi rdwa tch ers; the  same bell 
tolls for  us all.

In 1969 the National Wildl ife Federat ion commissioned two polls on Amer
ican environmental att itudes . The polling orga niza tions reached sim ilar  con
clus ions ; most i>eople are  actively concerned abou t environmental problems, 
and would prefer that  their  tax es be devoted to a grea ter  proportion of the 
costs  of solving these problems than  is now the case. The level of concern 
rises with income, and varies inve rsely with age.

Over 50 percent of those interviewed  fel t th at  the  Government was de
voting insufficient atte ntion to environmental problems and  was providing in
sufficient financial supp ort tow ard  the ir resolution . Over 80 percen t felt  personal 
concern, and most of these  were  deeply concerned.

What then keeps them from the  barricades?
Apathy  is the most common explanation, but the surveys appear  to rule 

thi s out. The most significant inh ibi tor  of action  may ra th er  be that  we are  
too easily  convinced of our  own polit ical impotence. The lar ge r the social group
ing, the  more difficult it is for  any person to make a significant impact upon 
group decisions. On the oth er hand , when aroused, people can take and have 
taken effective action.

A coali tion of citizens joine d forces in 1969 to require  a rel uc tan t U.S. Gov
ernm ent to quadruple the  amoun t of funds to be used for  w aste  wa ter  treatme nt 
facili ties. They did so by informing their  elected represent atives  t ha t this was a 
ma tter of specific, personal, and  urgent  pr io ri ty ; thei r representativ es listened  
and responded.

The lack  of adequate  info rma tion  is also a powerful factor, but  thi s too can be 
overcome. Today there is almost a superabundan ce of da ta abo ut environmental

♦ des truc tion, and by no means  all  of it is the uninformed emotional outpourings  
of a few fuzzy-headed rad ica ls (an d rea ctionaries) , as some have claimed. Re
spectable and respected scient ists  and  citizens are  picking up the cudgels and 
are making sizable impressions w ith  them.

A few years ago a small and determined group of citizens banded together to
< oppose the  largest uti lity  in the  United States, fighting plans to construct a

major hydroelectric  plant within 50 miles of New York City. They stopped the 
uti lity in its  tracks. Th at company was Consolidated Edison, the  plant was the 
Storm King projec t, and the Fed era l Power Commission, which must  decide 
whether or not the plant should be built, stil l has not decided  the  case. The 
strong case made by the citiz ens depended in large  measure  upon the fac t that  
they  were  able to propose alt ern ati ves to the  project, supported by a wealth  
of techn ical and engineering detail,  to suggest  that  New York’s serious power 
problems could be met by less damaging methods. Although Consolidated  Edison 
has  not yet given up the project,  it has adopted the alt ern atives and many 
soph isticated  agency-watchers cons ider  it unlikely that  the plant will ever be 
built.

Another more philosophical issu e must be considered. Assume th at  we, indi
vidually or collectively, are  confron ted with a clear op tio n: Do we live very 
well for  a shor t period or do we cut  back economic growth in fav or of long
term  survival for the species? Wi th or withou t volition, we appea r to have



344

ado pted  the  form er course of action, and  it is by no means  cle ar th at  we would 
act much differe ntly if th e choice were clea rer. “Apres moi, le deluge” is a 
life-s tyle confined nei ther to Fra nce  nor to the 18t h centu ry. This conflict 
perm eate s the envi ronm ental issues  of the day, at  all levels of each inst itut ion.

As indiv iduals , we tend to be somew hat ambivale nt abo ut the impo rtance of 
an environm enta l conscience. In  some respects, many people fai l to observe even 
a mini mal degree of environmen tal good m anners. For  example , a shi ft in public 
att itu de  would produce an in sta nt  ha lt to the lit ter ing  of our  highways,  but  no 
such sh ift  is visible. With  very  lit tle  effort, we could easil y educ ate our  children 
in the  impo rtance of environm enta l responsi bil ity; yet if any thin g our  children 
seem to be taking the lead in educ ating  us. A nat ional envi ronm ental teach-in 
is schedu led for April 1970 in schools and colleges across the  count ry, and *
the re are  signs th at  problems of pollution are  occupying a rapidly  incre asing  
port ion of the atte ntio n of youn g people. A more  encouragin g sign could scarcely  
be imagined.

It  is impor tan t to dist inguish  between the  actio ns and att itu des of indiv idua ls 
and  those of the groups into  which they form themselve s to consider environ- »
mental problems. The biggest problems faced by citize ns’ groups seldom involve 
a lack of mo tivation; they ar e typic ally financial. It  is rarely  to anyon e’s eco
nomic intere sts to oppose a poll uter ; this means  th at  the concerned citizen s 
must themselves  assume these costs, altho ugh the financial burdens involved 
in spea king  out  aga ins t a powerfu l and well-financed ind ust ry or government 
agency may be s ubst anti al. Althou gh these  are  not usua lly publicized it is known 
th at  the  costs of carryin g on a ma jor  controversy may exceed $500,000. We 
can not  reason ably expect any  group  to bea r such a burden , nor should we as 
long as th at  group is acting to prot ect asse ts that  are  common and valuable to 
all. At the  same time, of course , we have a legi timate int ere st in seeing th at  
public  subsidies will be employed only in valid  and meritor ious cases.

I t migh t also be noted th at  citize ns may not alwa ys organ ize themselv es to 
pro tect an environmental system. One group  may be interested only in visua l 
pollutio n, while ano the r is interested in noise, and it is an unf ort una te fact  of 
life th at  the  norma l resolution of a pollutio n problem is to push it into  another  
area  which may not be so vigorously defended. The public concern with  power 
gen era tion  faciliti es producing ai r pollution in the  form of coal dust , oil d roplets, 
and  increase d sul fur  dioxi de emissions has played  a signif icant role in the 
encourage ment  of nuclear pla nts , which involve none of these  problems but 
which may have the ir own probl ems in term s of radi oact ive and ther mal  pollu
tion  of cooling water. What we need is groups with a total envir onmental 
concern.

B. P riv ate  in stitutio ns
Pr iva te businesses suffer to an exten t from the same lack of infor mation th at  

plagues individual citizens. Unlike those citizens,  privat e companies  can usu al
ly afford  exp ert advice, but fo r a number of reaso ns th at  advice  is not alwa ys 
sought.

The horizons of the pri va te decision making struc tur e are delibe rately  lim
ited  to tho se fac tor s which are considered to be of immediate importa nce, prin- <
cipal ly economic. The hidden  social costs of organized act ivi ty—what  the econ
omis ts term  extern alit ies—te nd  to be th ru st out  of the  decision matr ix. These
costs  sti ll exist,  however, and  mus t be borne by society as  a whole if not  by the
agency which creates  them. A classic example  would be a pulp processing  pla nt
which  emit s fumes of hydro gen sulfide, causi ng wrink led noses and peeling pai nt >
for  miles downwind. The res ult ing  inconvenience, possible hea lth costs, and
certa in increases in mai nten ance costs  have not trad itio nal ly been imposed upon
the agency which created  them. Ins tead they have been imposed upon society
generally , regardles s of the  capa bility or willing ness of individual members to
bea r them. And of course as  Garre tt Ha rdi n has clearl y shown, the short -term
int ere sts  of the ent rep ren eur  may be direc tly opposed to the  long-term  inte rest s
of society generally (G. Ha rdi n, “The Trag edy of the Commons,” Science (Dec.
13, 1968 )) .

Thi s system is not inheren tly evil, nor are its  man ager s committe d to profit 
a t the  expense of the public. Indeed, some pri vat e compa nies have taken signifi
ca nt step s to limit the dis adv anta geo us social consequences of the ir operations  
at  considerable intern al cost, qui te beyond wha t they were required  to assume 
by law. Unfortunate ly, a volun tary appro ach to reducin g environme ntal prob
lems does not apj>ear to be a deq uat e to a rati ona l, long-term appro ach to resolv
ing them.
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The forces of competition tend to minimize such voluntary  effo rts: Few men 
or companies, however public-spirited they may be, are prepared to expend 
large sums upon the  internalization  of indirect costs. Nor can they do so with 
out incurring the wrat h of stockholders even further  removed from the environ
mental affronts which they have indirectly created.

The mechanisms for balancing social costs against economic values must be 
found outside the priva te institut ions themselves, .and they ar e: This is a major  
function of government. It  is important to note tha t the laissez-faire philosophy 
which at one t ime characterized the atti tude of American Government toward  
at  least American industry is inapprop riate to the problems which both con
front  today. It  is also appa rent tha t on environmental issues the Government

* is likely to expand its control-oriented program. Public attentio n has alrea dy 
been focused on ai r and water i>ollution as appropriate  areas  for concentration 
of effort. There are other .areas in which Governmental action must be ant ici
pated : among them noise, solid waste disposal, and the byproducts of energy 
tran sfer  are mentioned with  increasing frequency.

*  Governmental overview, if impartial ly and reasonably imposed, need not be 
hostile to the private sector; it may even be in its short- as well as long-term 
interests. The National Association of Manufacturers has never been known 
as a hotbed of social activist s, and yet members of NAM operating committees 
have endorsed proposals for a strong Federal body overseeing environmental 
issues. Businessmen have to breathe, too, and are prepared to accommodate 
themselves to the ecological imperative, so long as thei r fellows are subject to 
the same rules.

We cannot assume th at this increased governmental concern will take place 
without some economic disruption. Marginal producers will feel the pinch 
most strongly, and some may not survive. Nevertheless, the important con
sideration to be borne in mind is tha t the rules must be enforced fair ly and 
impartial ly upon all parti es.

Polluting industries have most often resisted pressure to clean up thei r opera
tions by claiming th at the measures proposed are unduly prohibitive or confisca
tory. Their chief means of resistance has usually involved thre ats to pull up 
their  stakes and move to a more permissive cl imate. It  is believed tha t this last 
resort has been adopted infrequently, if at all, and tha t it is only likely to occur 
where a producer has found himself impossibly squeezed between falling profits 
and rising costs. It  has also been alleged t hat these are the marginal producers 
whom the next strong wind will blow away in any case, so tha t little  lastin g 
economic damage ever occurs.

In concluding the discussion on private institutions, it might be useful to 
stress the distinction between those which exist  to make a profit and those 
which do not. The nonprofit groups, smaller in size, financing, and influence, 
have only recently begun to intere st themselves in environmental issues. The 
intere st of the private foundations in these topics may recently have been 
diminished by changes in the tax law, which seem to discourage the kinds of 
intervention which may have political implications. If this turn s out to be 
lasting, the cause of environmenta l protection will have received ,a severe set-

> back in the United States.

C. The public sector
Governments appear to be unresponsive to the environmental problems of 

today, and seem even less likely to be adequate to those of tomorrow. In major 
par t this appears to be due to the fact tha t the pace of technological change 
has so accelerated tha t governments, as presently oriented, find themselves un
able to adapt to new problems and to exercise the type of control for which 
they were originally constituted.

1. Executive branch
Although the problems of the executive branch are essentially similar throug h

out the hierarchy, it is important to bear in mind t hat the mass of government 
workers—the lumpenbureaueracy—marches to a drumbeat tha t only it can hear, 
which (if  it exists a t al l),  is fa int, indeed. Higher levels of government, although 
presumably more responsive to  broad social needs, generally find thei r choices so 
circumscribed by business-as-usual decisions fur the r down the  line tha t thei r 
theoretically available policy options become dissipated by the inerti a of the 
machinery. This phenomenon is by no means peculiar to environmental problems, 
although these tend to be somewhat more acute because of the high stakes
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involved and because  the  new issues do not fit easily into  exis ting  pat ter ns of 
bur eau cra tic  stim ulus and  response.

In  prac tical ly every  agency of government, at  almo st every  level, there  develop 
stro ng and  seemingly alm ost irre sist ible  pressur es to ma intain  the sta tus quo.
As one progresses from local to nat ional bure aucr acy,  thi s ine rtia rapidly in
creases . A ran dom ex am ple : Very ear ly in the  1950’s t he Eisenhower a dm inistra
tion  sta ted  a stron g pref eren ce for  private power development as aga inst public 
power, but  it was not until the Kennedy adm inistration took office 8 years lat er  
th at  the  direc tion of the Gover nment  had changed  enough for  it to become an 
effective supp orte r of pr iva te power. Nor could the Dem ocra ts reverse the trend .

The re are  also powerful personal  influences th at  affec t the  care er civil serv 
an t—influences th at  are  environm entally, in curre nt bure aucr atese , counter *
productive. As one observer ha s pu t it, ‘Ihe  paramoun t objective  of the perm a
nent bure aucr acy is perm anen ce.” This  contribu tes dire ctly  to the ins titu tion al 
res ista nce  to change already  noted. Agency employees tend to rea ct self- 
protectively, and in so doing they  prot ect their  own inst itut ions. Examples of th is 
tenden cy may readily be f ou nd : It  was probably the prin cipa l roadblock encoun- *
tered by Ralph Nad er’s “ra id er s” in the ir Governm ent agency investiga tions  
dur ing  the pas t two summers, who often  ran  up aga ins t a blank, noncommuni- 
cative , bur eau cratic wall. The same conspiracy of silence  resulted in the a t
temp ted bur ial of several agency repo rts on the cont rove rsial  supersonic tran s
port,  all of which were unf avo rab le and all of which had  to be wrenched from 
unwilling  burea ucr atic  hands by active ly concerned Congressmen. It  was to 
combat thi s react ion th at  Congress recent ly passed  the  Freed om of Info rma tion  
Act, requ iring disclosure of all  but  cer tain  specified documents—a public law 
which has been honored fa r more in the breach  tha n in the  observance.

This  problem is compounded by a freq uen t lack of diear  policy direc tion from 
the uppe r levels of governme nt to the  lower. New policies may be f ound in new 
regu lations and pron unciamentos which go religiously unre ad, or they tric kle 
down by word-of-mouth thr oug h a numbe r of commun icants, each with his own 
built -in bias. This comm unications system serves as an efficient filter for  any 
content  which may for tui tou sly  have  crep t into  the public sta tem ents of the man 
or men on top.

These  problems should not be ascrib ed solely to bur eaucrat ic malevolence.
Their problem is e ssen tially  the  same as th at  of the  p riv ate  c itizen : They are  not 
programed to relate  everyday  decisions to any specific ac tion of the Government 
machinery. Moreover, the resu lts  of yes terd ay’s decisions are  rarely  communi
cate d to the  demisionma kers as  a  correc tive for  tomorro w’s program s. To be sure, 
the re is enough feedback th at  everyone knows when the  dam doesn’t hold wa ter  
(wh ich  hap pen s), but  when a dam destr oys a delic ate ecological balance and 
wre aks  havoc in the local commu nity, thi s is rarely  perceived as a real  world 
problem, repo rted  back and work ed into  the ap pa rat us  in such a way as to avoid 
sim ilar problems in the future .

Still  ano the r aspec t of the  problem is th at  Governm ent agencies compete with  
one anot her.  For  example, for  decades the re ha3 been a mute  and polite wa r 
between  the Dep artm ents  of the  In ter ior and Ag ric ult ure; the  first casualt ies of <thi s wa r have freq uent ly turned  out to be the  environm ental  considerations.
Countless exam ples of thi s competition have been obs erv ed: Timbe r cutt ing
prac tice s on public lands and  in nat ional fores ts, pestic ide regu lation (i f th at  is
the  corr ect word for it ),  dam build ing and soil conservation ar e ju st  a  few. The
same kind of competit ion may  occasion ally be found between the public and
pri va te sectors  of the  e conomy ; once a gain  environm enta l cons idera tions  usua lly *
are among the  first item s to be jett ison ed when the ord er comes to lighten ship.

This  competit ion is hea lthy  in some respects , and the public may even occa
siona lly benefit. For instance, seve ral year s ago, the  Army Corj»s of Engineers 
conceived and attempt ed to give bir th to a plan to build a high dam on Alas ka’s 
Yukon River which would flood hun dred s of thou sand s of acres of land in the 
process. This  dam was successful ly opposed by the  Fish  and Wildl ife Service 
of the Int eri or Departm ent on the  groun ds th at  it would do untold damage to 
the  wildl ife in the region. The ope rativ e word here is “untold ”—no one knew 
ju st  how much damage  would have  been done, and the Corps was not seriously 
inte res ted  in finding out.

Governmental  competiiton has  other consequences as w el l: Although they 
oj>erate with public f unds, gove rnme ntal agencies are  under pre ssu re to maximize 
the valu e of the fund s th at  they expend. This  is not unde sirab le, but  it produces 
the same problems affectin g the pri vat e sector: Agencies are subjected to great
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pressure to externalize social costs. The budgetary restrictions  placed upon the 
head of a large operating Government agency are no less severe than those upon 
the directors  of a large corporation, and the body to which they report is not 
much more aware of the importance of environmental factors than is the average 
stockholder of American Telephone & Telegraph Corp. This analogy ought not 
to be pressed, since it lies within our grasp to improve the ecological under
standing of the Congress within  a realistic time-frame, and it will be difficult 
to do the same for the average citizen.

Finally, the actions of Government agencies acquire considerable momentum, 
which must be maintained if they are to continue to survive and grow (C. N.

< Parkinson, Parkinson's Laic, Houghton Mifflin Co., 1957). The Corps of Engineers
pursues an aggressive program in promoting its  projects. A major factor in this 
system is the method of calculating the costs of these projects against  the 
projected benefits to be provided. Cost/benefit calculations have, however, tended 
to inflate the benefit side of the equation while downgrading costs. It is not that  

c  the Corps wants to dam every rive r and dredge every harbor in America so much
as tha t an institu tional myopia has crept in, magnifying immediate objectives
and obscuring the relationsh ip of those objectives to the needs of society.

2. Legislative branch
The essential function of the legislative branch of Government is to formulate 

and to review policy. In so doing, it  operates under constitutional or o ther social 
restraints , and it must of necessity paint with a broad brush. Translating basic 
policy decisions into specific go and no-go decisions is never an easy task, and 
is often complicated by pressures within the executive branch to change the 
policy decisions themselves. This can be done on a  small scale and is done, often 
without  significant risk since legislative oversight is inclined to be sporadic.

More importantly, policy is only as good as the information upon which it is 
based, and this information tends to be biased, conflicting, fragmentary  and/or 
out of date. Turning to the U.S. Congress as a case in point, consider the effect 
of the following factors upon the theoretical nonbias with which a policy decision 
is supposed to be approached :

(1) The nature of the proposal.—Most legislation enacted by the Congress is 
first proposed by agencies in the executive branch. (This, incidentally,  may not be 
quite so common to day : The leg islative proposals of the  present administration 
have been criticized as somew’hat sporadic. Many of the bills now before the 
Congress, however, are holdovers from ea rlier years, and the basic pattern seems 
to have changed very li ttle.) Support for these measures tends to be channeled 
well in advance of thei r consideration—facts are marshalled, charts  are pre
pared, as are witnesses. A frequen t byproduct of this process is that  the Congress 
may focus on the wrong issues.

(2) The congressional committee structure.—Committees of the Congress, and 
especially thei r ranking members, are the principal focus of much of the power 
in Washington. This apparatus determines which bills shall be heard, whether 
testimony in opposition shall be considered, and if so, how it  will be rebutted. Un
less the issue is a prominent one, under the attention of the press and the public.

* or unless a maverick Congressman digs in his heels, those controlling the com
mittee have a relatively free hand in developing the  a rguments for and against 
the bi ll; hence they control its  future.

(3) The bias o f congressional leaders.—The environmental crisis is a relatively 
new phenomenon, and the young are, in general, more concerned with the prob-

t  lems than  a re thei r elders. This is as true in the Congress as it is elsewhere, and
the resu lt is tha t many of the older Members, who exercise greater control over 
legislative action than do thei r younger colleagues, are visibly less inclined to 
move vigorously to meet the new challenges. Exceptions to th is generalization can 
easily be found, but its general tru th is not seriously questioned. The effect of 
this bias toward  inaction ought not to be discounted.

(4) The adequacy of the testimony itself.—Assuming tha t the measure is a 
reasonable one, and tha t the controlling committee is in terested in developing the 
true issues, the  witnesses called to testify may nonetheless not be the best avail 
able. Witnesses on environmental issues have tended to be the elder statesmen— 
established scientists and professionals whose views on new problems and on 
the need for new approaches have been colored by their own s tudies and view
points, which may be considerably out of date. A review of nongovernmental 
scientific testimony over the pas t few years shows several names which tend to 
crop up again and aga in; these individuals (who may be spectacularly well 
qualified in their  areas of competence) may occasionally edge into areas in which
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they  a re not so well qualified to  speak, and  of ten seem to respond to the unspoken
needs  of some committee  members to be reas sured that  “thin gs are  not all that
bad, and  somehow technology will find a way.” Although not  every witness fall s
into  this category , it  happens often enough to constitute a real problem. There
is a need to develop the base  of scientific testimony ava ilab le to the  Congress
on environmental  issues and to see that  the younger  men and  women (who in
some respects at  leas t have a grea ter  stake in the fu ture  tha n do the ir eld ers ),
whose fac tua l knowledge may be fa r more current, shal l also be heard.

(5) The  context of the legis lative decision.—Another conflict, not at  all re
stri cted to environmental issues,  faces the  legislator  who must decide whether  to
favor the intere sts  of his own const ituency as opposed to those inte res ts which ♦
he may or may not perceive as national . Thus  Congressmen and Sena tors from 
the  W est are genera lly inclined to favor legisla tive proposals to open public lands  
for  development (mining,  grazing, lumbering,  oil explo ration, etc .), whereas the 
intere sts  of the ent ire country  migh t seem to favo r reta ining these lands in a 
less vigorously exploited condition. How to measure  the  int ere sts  of local areas »
again st those  of society is a serious quest ion ; this task  may be one of the most 
signi fican t functions of Government.

The  broad na tur e of the  au tho rity and responsibi lity of the legislature may 
prevent it  from exerci sing effective control  over the actio ns of the organ izatio ns 
und er its  theoretical direct ion. Aspects of th is problem have already  been 
allu ded  to. The policies that  the  legislators are  called upon to  define are  so broad 
th at  th ey cannot possibly be spelled o ut in detai l, and yet it is in  those de tails th at  
the  actions  of Government become manifest, and  where  the  shoe pinches most 
cruelly.

The l egislative  mechanism may also be criti cized for one factor  which has  been 
ins trume nta l in allowing the  ins titu tion to su rv ive: its slow reaction time. The 
Congress  is a highly conserva tive body—deliberate  in adop ting new courses  of 
action , and  slower to change them once adopted. This  is a source  of stren gth,  
prev enting today’s f ad from becoming tomorrow’s s tra igh tjacket,  but it is also a 
rea l source of danger to the  system. Science and technology have transformed  
the world  of the mid-twentie th cen tury into  something th at  was quite  un
imaginable 50 years ago. The ra te  of change is accelerating, and  it is a brave 
man who claims that  he can predic t the  sta te of the  world in the  year 2000.
Sh ril l voices may decry technology and  demand th at  there be a ha lt to new 
technological deve lopm ent; they are no more likely to be heeded tha n were the 
mach inery-wrecking Luddites  of 19th-century  England. Whethe r they are  right 
or wrong is quite  beside the  po in t; barring  m assive  cata strophe , technology will 
not  be significantly  curbed and  the  ra te  of technological chan ge will almost cer
tain ly continue to accelerate.

New technology creates new social conventions, which in  tu rn  affect legisla
tive policy. Yet the mechanisms for  determin ing that  policy are keyed to tech
nological  considerat ions th at  m ay have been o ut of date in 1789, an d to decision
mak ing processes that  have remained essentia lly unchanged since the  days  of 
Roger  Bacon. Consider anoth er exa mple: Th at  of massive climatic change.
Scie ntis ts tell us that  urban development and energy tra ns fers  now have  a sig- <
nificant  effect Uf>on global we ather pat terns.  We hear on the  one hand of the  
“greenhouse  effect”, which ten ds to rai se atmo spheric tem per atu re as a func 
tion  of incre ased  carbon dioxide production, and on the  oth er o f increased amounts 
of pollution in the air.  which tends to raise atmospheric tem perature by d ecreas
ing  the  amount of sola r rad iat ion  reaching  the  Ear th ’s surface.  Some sc ientist s, 
ext rap ola ting present act ivit ies,  speculate  th at  it  would tak e 10 years to decide 
which is the more powerful effect, and th at  by then larg e scale  c limatic changes  
may be irreversib le. This  view is by no means  commonly held, but it is under 
serious considerat ion by men whose voices ought to be heard. They have not 
been hea rd by the  Congress, and  if they  were, they would be outnumbered 10 
to one by men saying “we ar e not  cer tain , we do not know, and we should take 
no action unt il we do.”

These problems are  not the  exclus ive province of the  Con gres s; they are  
those of the  scientific community and they are  ours  as well, as humans with  a 
presumptive intere st in surv ival . There is no way to force these problems to the  
front, conjoined as they are  with an historic ally  val ida ted  precedent for  doing 
noth ing—yet.

Leg islators tend to focus upon ins titu tions ra ther  than upon indiv iduals_ to
see the  needs of the larger groups, whose existence depends upon tradit ion al 
though t pa tte rns  and legal fiction. A wa ter  pollution problem is perceived as 
th at  of a municipal ity or an oil company, an ai r pollution  problem as th at  of a
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manuf acture r. Yet it  is individ uals whose fav or the  leg isla tor mus t seek if he- 
is to survive . This suggests in turn  th at  if individuals can organize them selves 
to  be hea rd as an ins titu tion, concerned with  environmental surv ival , the legis
lat ors will respond. This  h as  n ot yet  happened gene rally—no s ignificant envi ron
me nta l lobby has  ye t made  its  voice hea rd on the nat ional lev el ; if  any exi st 
elsewhere, their  sto ry h as not  properly been told.

3. Judicial  branch
The cour ts exi st to see th at the  wr itte n and  unw rit ten  rule s of sociey are 

follow’ed—that the  policies formed by the  people and their  elected represe nta-
A tives are observed. Within narrow limits , recognized and indeed insisted  upon

by society, the cour ts have  been successfu l in thi s function.
As a means of achieving rat ion al decisions on environm enta l issues,  the 

cou rts  are usual ly ineffective. Their influence could increase, hut  thi s would 
require  a signif icant depa rtu re from the usua l lega listic  approach  and  would 
involve the recognit ion of a basic  and inalienab le human right to a livable en-

* vironment.  Such a decision app ears to be only a remote possibi lity. Without
thi s new con stitutio nal  approac h, the courts will almost cer tain ly be hamstrung, 
by inadequate  policies adopted  by the  leg isla ture  and  by common law rig hts 
which were defined cen tur ies  before the  cu rre nt environmental problems 
appeared.

Lawyers  are  adept at  pou ring  old wine into  new bottle s, and effort s are 
underway to push the cou rts into a more enlightened att itu de  on environ 
men tal questions by tortu rin g old princ iples of law into  new’ shapes,  designed  
to meet the  needs of the time. Principl es of sovereign tru st,  of public and  private 
nuisance, and of public rig hts in privat e proper ty are  being dragged out, dus ted 
off and  sent  into bat tle,  but  may well be expec ted to return  on the ir shields, 
bloody and bowed. In time, the  law could a dap t, but  it is time that  wTe lack.

The basic defects go deeper than  theor ies and ta ct ic s: only in rare  insta nces  
can the  cour ts make decisions with more than  local force  and  effect. The U.S. 
court in southern  New York may properly hold that  the  Fed era l Dep artm ent  
of Tra nsp ortation mus t observe cer tain  procedures  specified by statute th at  
may have escaped the  De par tment ’s notice, and th at  for this  reason a highway 
sha ll not be bu ilt over the Hudson River. At the  same time the  same Departm ent 
in apparen t disr egard of the same procedures  seems to be trav elin g down the 
same path in favo ring  the  construction of longer runways into the  Columbia 
River. Technically the  decision  of the New York court is not  bind ing in 
Ore gon: the Oregon courts ar e free  to disagree  with the ir eas tern bre thre n 
and  such disagreements are  in no way uncommon. A means  does exi st for  
resolving inte rjudic ial  di sp ut es : the Supreme Court of the  United States . Th at  
Court, however, is alre ady  ope rating und er a fea rfu l load and  can devote 
only a limited amount of its  energies to envi ronmen tal questions, however 
imperat ive they may ap pea r to be.

The courts also lack an ade quate  information base upon which to make their 
decisions. The common law system is grounded upon the  adv ersary  system, 
the  theory being that  each side will present the  most favorable case, and th at

> the cou rt will then  resolve the dispute on the basi s of the evidence before it.
The envi ronmental problems ari sin g today  are  highly complicated—so different 
from the land disputes and to rt actions of cen turi es ago that  they hardly bea r 
comparison. In theory, exp ert  testim ony ought to be ava ilab le to both sides to 
supp ort their  cases: in prac tice , this simply does not work. Even if environ-

< menta list s can afford to hire  exp erts  (and they often can not), exp erts  cann ot
always be found. It  is a ra re  elec trica l engineer who w’ill agre e to take the 
witness stand  on behalf of opponents to a powerplant or transmission line: 
he knows well th at  o ther ut ili tie s may there aft er hesti tat e to contract  wfith him 
for services in circumstances that  may be wholly unrelated to the present 
controversy . Conscien tious men do exist  and someone may be found to tes tify  
but  it  is not ea sy ; cases have been lost  and will continue to be lost for thi s 
reason . Withou t that  inte rplay of expert testimony, the  court is at  a ma jor  
disadvantage, and the decision is  like ly to  suffer.

Even if experts  can be found by all par ties , the  cou rt’s info rmation problems 
are  not thereby solved. Technical  questions are alread y difficult, and they are  
growing more complex. Judges  spr ing  from differen t backgrounds, but  the  law 
operates upon the  theo ry th at  thei r experience is essentia lly irre levant  to the 
issues  th at  they must decide; historic ally , ignorance has  been a prime virtue , the 
court acting as the “tabula ra sa ’’ upon which the  cases  of the opposing partie s 
may be writte n. This is a manifest  absurdity, but  i t is the w’ay the law grew, and



350it is a fa ct  that  lawyer s with weak technica l cases prefer judg es with littl e technical competence.Another weakness buil t into the jud icial system from the environm ental standpoint is its tendency to delay  decision. Combined jud ici al and administrative delays have postponed the Storm  Kin g decision by 5 years and if  the parties  fight  down to the wire another 2- or 3-year delay is likely . Th is delay has in many respects worked in fav or of  the conservation group, but this happy state of affairs is not the rule. Citizens opposed to a particu lar proposal or project are usu ally  forced to seek inju nct ive relief from the co ur ts; they may and often do find that  this relief cannot be obtained withou t their  posting a substantial bond,•which i s quite beyond their means. The result  is tha t while they work their way *through the courts, the opposition is busily “doin g i ts thi ng” —building  or d iggin gor chopping down, and by the time that the court is ready to decide, the essentialquestion has become moot. Inj un cti ve  relief is typ ical ly the only possible hope forenvironmenta lists, since the alte rna tive  is a damage suit , and it is a basic  tenetof  such organizations tha t money cannot replace wha t is threate ned. ,Constitu tion al revision has been proposed as a means of  providing a clearer  hnd more enforceable definit ion of our righ ts to an undegraded environment.New Yor k State  has adopted such a program, and sim ilar  efforts  have been mounted on a national level. An  environm ental bill  of righ ts would indeed be a valu able  tool, but no such proposal has a chance of even being seriously  considered Without vast ly increased pressure upon the Congress and upon the legislatures  of the several St at es ; there is no evidence tha t such pressure  is forming . Consequen tly, at present such a step must be considered too remote to be seriously considered.
D.  The national and inte rna tion al natu re of  environm ental problemsMuch of this paper has been devoted to Americ an inst itut iona l and environmental problems. N eithe r categ ory is exclu sively ou rs : E ngl and  has had and continue s to have serious air pollution problems; the Russian  sturgeon is virtua lly ext inct, and with it, a valu able  national reso urce; Tokyo  displays almost every conceivable environmental pro ble m; and the indis criminate  use of  pesticides has wreaked ha voc in South Ame rican ecosystems.Envi ronm ental  problems are not pecul iar to specific ideologies or geograp hical locat ions,  although these may play  a role. At  least  in par t, the problems arise because of identifiable human fai lin gs  and are encouraged by continued human inadequacies .Pollu tion is limite d by neith er internal  nor e xter nal pol itic al boundar ies: dirty air  and water pass from count ry to country  with no restriction , and people downwind and downstream can only suffer,  possibly comforted by knowing  that  their  hands are not likel y to be any cleane r than  those of  their  neighbors.The inte rnationa l commu nity is rapid ly becoming awa re of the natur e of  the problems presented by environ mental  degradation . Sweden has taken an important  step by proposing a worldwide conference on the environment for 1972, under the auspices of the United Natio ns. The gener al question is one on which  many nations  can agree , but our complacency with this happy state  of accor d must be tempered by the  realizatio n tha t agreeme nt is usu ally  easy to Vreach in principle, unti l specific problems arise. Everyone is against  pollution,  but the ranks of enthusiasts quickly  thin as specific problems arise and specific remedies  are  proposed.As  we have noted, man ha s been less than successful in his dealings  with enviro nmental problems on the local and natio nal level. Inte rna tion ally , our »record is even worse ; nor do histo ries of the inter national  fish and whal ingcommissions encourage a sangu ine view of prospects for  the futu re. The UnitedNat ion s, in turn, has neithe r the constitu ency nor the commitment to act as asource of resolution for  the foreseeable international environ mental  conflicts. Itwas not created for  this purpose, and would require exten sive inte rnal  changeif  it were to take them up s eriously.As in the case with natio nal problems, we are challen ged to develop new w ays to attack  international pollut ion. In so doing, we must tak e account of the deficiencies built into the system and, wherever possible, should adapt  corrective techniq ues to the situat ion as we find it, not as we would have i t.
E . Patterns  of inst itut ion al inad equa cyThe precedin g review of  socia l institution s reveals some basic  pa tte rns: problem areas where difficulties  appear to be concentrated and where effort may profitably be devoted to provide a more enlightened context  for environmental decisions.
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Perhaps  the  most important of these is the lack of adequate information at the  
operating level—information about what is happening, what is at stake, and what  
the alternatives  may be. In  some cases this information is not there because it is 
not available—because no one has yet asked the righ t questions. In other  
cases, and probably more frequently, the information is not available to the 
person who needs it when he needs it.

Another major area  of inadequacy might be described as that  of the lack 
of effective control systems: ways of determining tha t decisions once made are  
carried out, and that the sand tha t creeps into the machinery is removed with a  
minimum of time and trouble.

The next problem are a is probably the least controllab le: the  time scale with in 
4 which we must respond to the environmental challenges is so compressed tha t

whatever information and control systems we can develop may still be unable 
to operate effectively. The rat e of technological change will probably remain 
rapid, although it has been suggested tha t a leveling off is likely in some area s 
(J. Plat t, “What We Must Do,” 166 Science 1115 (28 November 1969)). The ob- 
jective then becomes to develop sufficiently responsive systems to permit society

* to react  to new crisis before these have acquired unstoppable momentum.
Still another problem is that  our trouble-sensing procedures are inaccurate 

and inadequate. We do not seem to be able to react when problems are fore
seen; we do not respond until  they become massive and therefore  less easily 
managed. This  in turn requires the exertion of fa r greater corrective force than  
would be necessary if we had reacted sooner and more adequately.

It  also points up the failings of the more or less simplistic solutions tha t we 
often adopt as a means of correcting environmental problems, which are rarely 
if ever simple in origin, and are  not usually curable by the  simple solutions pre
sented to and accepted by decisionmakers who are not professionals in these 
complex areas. The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has con
cerned itself strongly with the effects of carbon monoxide and sulfur dioxide 
in discharging its statu tory  responsibilities under the Clean Air Act. While it  
has not entirely ignored the interacting and cumulative effects of the many o ther 
pollutants tha t affect the quality of our air, it seems to have spent considerably 
less time and effort upon them, notwithstanding the fact tha t some may have a 
subsan tial effect upon our  health and  welfare.

A fu rther problem is tha t we have never seriously set out to define what  we 
mean when we talk  about an optimum or livable environment. True, we all tend 
to make these judgments on a subjective, nonanalytical basis, and we focus on 
issues with which we may personally and emotionally be involved. The tennis- 
shoed lit tle old lady may grieve for the redwoods or  a threatened brook without 
realizing tha t bigger and more serious problems may threaten much more basic 
values—perhaps life itself.

Subjective judgments on these questions are unavoidable, and may not be 
undesirable. But at  the same time it would seem important to devote a portion 
of our energies to an informed effort to define the public interest, and to clarify 
some of the conflicts that are inevitably involved. If, for example, we continue to 
favor the interna l combustion engine as an integra l element of our transpor ta
tion system, what will this mean in terms of projected levels of air pollution, 
climate, and human health? Should we not, in other words, develop a base line, 
from which we may then judge the consequences and costs of proposed new 
courses of action?

If  we are in a position to relate  the consequences of certain behavior to a 
bette r defined concept of what we want as an  environment, we can then measure 

f  one against the other, and take  rational positions for or against a given pro
posal. If we first define the amount  of permissible varia tions in salinity, heat, 
oxygen, and other factors  affecting the quality of our rivers, we can then judge  
how many dams and powerplants those rivers can tolera te before they are
damaged or destroyed as resources.

As indicated at the outset, these problems may be found in different forms a t 
each level of man's organized activity—local to global. They tend to increase in 
intensity  as the area of concern expands, and the larger groups may and often 
do fru stra te the wishes of the smaller groups. This question requires separate 
treatment, but it is important . We have tradi tionally attempted to cope with the  
phenomena by setting aside areas of sanctuary  to protect the smaller units from 
the action of the larger, and this  may not have been a happy choice. It might be 
wiser to concentrate upon building an automatic review procedure into the 
decisionmaking apparatus  of the larger groups with appropriate sanctions. to> 
ensure tha t the interests of the ir constituent members are not ignored while 
larger scale policy decisions are being thrashed out.
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I I I . NEW STRA TEGIES----W HERE DO WE GO FROM HE RE ?

A. Local and national problems
The firs t and  basic  correctiv e need is to construct a more autho rita tive and  

responsive  info rmation -gathering network, and to develop methods of dis tributin g 
th at  in form ation at  minimum cost to those who need it. T his  need affects all ins ti
tutions, at  al l levels, and is only superficia lly satisfied  a t presen t. How th is should 
be done and  who should do it  a re  imp ortant questions yet  to be reso lved; strong 
arguments  can be made for keeping  the apparatus  out  of governmental hands, 
and  the  profit fac tor  provides equally  powerful reaso ns for keeping it out  of the 
marketplace.

Emphasis in developing any such information network must necessarily be 
placed upon the excellence of the  service—diffe rences of opinion are  no vice, •
when  responsible and adequa tely  documented, and  unanim ity of opinion ough t
properly  to be a source of some concern.

The tradit ion al approach  to the development  of social control systems has 
involved the  crea tion  of adm inistrative regula tory bodies, acting as expe rt 
arbi ters to protect the  public interest. This  approac h has been spec tacu larly  >
uns ucc essful; the regula tors have inevitably become captives of the industries  
th at  they were es tabli shed  to regula te. Whethe r consciously or not, the regu lato rs 
have adopted roles as  promoters  and pro tecters  of the theo retically regula ted.
The re is litt le hope th at  improved environmen tal protect ion will resu lt from 
the e stablishm ent of a  new supe rregulatory envi ronmen tal agency.

Another method suggested for contro lling ram pant envi ronmental degrada tion  
involves the establishme nt of technical and techno logical moni toring  systems— 
puttin g scientist s in the position of active main tenance,  control and dissemina 
tion of environm enta l information and  pro tect ive measures (B. Crowe, “The 
Tragedy of the  Commons Revisited,” 166 Science 1103-1107 (November 28, 1969) ; 
see also “Technology: Processes of Assessment and  Choice” (Ju ly 1969, Na
tional Academy of Sciences), and “A Study of Technology Assessment” (Ju ly 
1969, Committee  on Public  Engineering Policy, Nat iona l Academy of Eng ineer
ing ), both subm itted to the House Committee on Science and Ast ronaut ics) .
This  effort  is hardly  more likely to succeed, requiring a degree of political 
sensitivity  and  aggressiveness which is foreign and perhaps ant ithetical  to the 
scientific method, and  certa inly  incons istent with  past history  and current 
tradition.

The most a dequate  solution to the problem of devising workable control  mecha
nisms appears  to lie in put ting  necessary info rmation  into the hands of the con
cerned public, which has the most direct  inte res t, and by giving it be tte r tools 
and ways of ca lling  env ironmental miscre ant s to account. We cannot  prev ent the 
bur eaucrat  or the entr epreneur from mak ing decisions which have shor t-term 
advantage s for  him but long-term disadv antage s for society. What we can do is 
to requ ire him to make his decisions and  reaso ns public, and  to provide a forum 
which can review those decis ions wi th b road social  in terests in mind.

In  effect, th is would involve bu ilding  into  the  dec isionmaking struc tur e of gov
ernm ent the  abi lity  and direc tive to conside r long-term and ecological conse
quences of act ivit ies within the ir areas of responsibili ty. This  might  be accom
plished by tak ing  a number of specific ste ps: €

1. Long-term effects of programs  and policies must be examined and detailed 
as a mat ter of public record.

2. Pos tmonitoring  contro l systems must be estab lished to determine whether 
the environm enta l effects were those ant icip ated, and  if not, why not. Here
aga in the  public should be given easy  access to the full  record, and procedures »
should be estab lished to perm it citiz ens to put  the app rop ria te agencies  on notice 
th at  problems have aris en requ irin g att ent ion .

3. Executiv e agencies should be required as a ma tte r of reg ula r procedure to 
obtain the  views of other intere ste d Federal , State, or local groups, public and 
privat e, on questions rela ted  to th ei r programs. Responsible issues raise d should 
be answ ered  on the  record, and  if  no answ er is forthcoming , or if the answer is 
uns atisfacto ry,  procedures should be establish ed to perm it jud icia l review of 
the m atte r.

4. Public agencies adopting specific prog rams should also be required to 
document whe ther  and how these  programs a re best ada pted to the comprehensive 
needs of the  situa tion. Where reasonable alt ern atives  exis t, these  should be 
described, and  explana tion  shou ld be given as to why they were not adopted.

5. Each agency tak ing  a ction should  be required as a mat ter of law' to jus tify  
Why any actio n at all was desirable . This is not  so simple-minded as it sounds :
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the Corps of Engineers is har d put to defend itself  when asked to develop the 
cost/benefit calculations of the virtues of not building a dam. The assembling of 
a group of technologists and /or engineers presupposes great pressure  to do some
thing—the option of not going forward at  all is often obscured or ignored.

This l att er requirement  suggests itself  for nongovernmental areas  of endeavor 
as well. Highway builders, land developers, and others have a far  easier job in 
proving thei r cases than do thei r opponents, and are  much bette r equipped to 
deal with these problems. A heavy burden of proof is placed upon the people 
presuming to speak for the public interest.  To get into court  they must show 
that active harm will resul t, not balanced by the putative good to be achieved 
through the proposed activ ity. The burden is misplaced—those who wish to use 
environmental assets should be required to show t ha t the balance favors the ir 
proposals.

We must also develop mechanisms for more rapid, extensive, and convenient 
public review of major public and private agency decisions. This might best be 
done through the creation of a Public Defender for the  Environment, with 
authority  to review general governmental policies and  to pass upon specific prob-

C lems which are considered to have significant environmental consequences. In
extrao rdinary cases, this defender might be given the autho rity to issue tem
porary cease-and-desist orde rs as a means of preventing the otherwise inevitable 
destruction of important resources. Control procedures must, of course, be set 
up to prevent such a defender from acting irresponsibly, or to force him to act in 
proper cases.

We must encourage the public to partic ipate more effectively in the making of 
decisions with environmental  implications, as to which it has no present meas
urable impact. This means citizen action programs, keyed to the issues of 
the day. Call them lobbies, pressure groups, or anyth ing e lse ; they are important. 
Their  actions should be coordinated in such a way as  to have a meaningful impact 
upon the legislative bodies whose decisions affect us all.

We also need to develop new ways of funding citizen organizations with 
environmental objectives. Where they act to pro tect common assets, they should 
be supported by the public trea sury  or by the organizations whose actions created 
the problem in the first place.

The first method might be accomplished by the  enactment of a Federal sta tute  
to the effect t hat any person or group winning or, perhaps, even insti tuting a 
court case based upon the violation of a Federal polluiton law should be entitled, 
in the discretion of the tri al  court, to recover reasonable  attorney’s fees and 
costs. It would be necessary to spell out in detail the nature of the cases in which 
such relief would be appropriate, bu t the basic idea merits discussion.

In many ways it would appear more desirable to force the would-be polluter 
himself to underwrite the costs of protecting the resources that he has threatened. 
This could be done by requir ing a public bond to be filed by agencies which pro
pose to take actions with potentially undesirable environmental consequences. 
That  bond would be subject to forfeit if an antipollution law were violated or if 
unforeseen environmental consequences should occur, and the funds might be 
applicable to legal fees or to cleaning up the resu ltant  problems.

We should also step up our efforts to find more adequate technological solutions 
) to the problems which technology has itself created. The most effective and least

harmful method tha t we were able to develop to clean up the infamous Santa 
Barbara oil spill involved the massive use of straw, men. and hand rakes— 
hardly a creative response. Trans ferring oil from Alaska’s North Slope to world 
markets could create serious environmental problems: the use of gigantic ice- 
breaking tankers  risks the Arctic Ocean, and the use of overland pipelines 
threa tens a tundra  tha t has remained substantially unchanged for many, many 
years. Both techniques menace a fragile ecology tha t might take centuries to
recover, when and if something unforeseen should happen.

It  is almost inconceivable tha t more effective and less expensive techniques 
could not be found to meet these and other environmental hazards of the time. 
The civilization tha t could put men on the moon ought to be able to do better. 
The solutions to these problems might be expensive, but the failure to find 
answers will certainly  cost us more.

Some of the  strategies described above have already been implemented in the 
United States, others are under consideration, and some may never have been 
publicly advocated.

In 1968, several Congressmen formed an unofficial Ad Hoc Committee on the 
Environment as a channel for communication on environmental issues between 
the Congress and interested scientists and informed citizens. The committee now



numbers 120, and  is in reg ula r con tact  with 132 exp ert  advisers.  Membership  on 
the committee is open to any interested legis lator—Se nat or or Repr esen tativ e, 
Repu blica n or Democrat. This step  does not ent irel y sat isf y the need for  bet ter  
info rmation, but  it seems t o be a long step in the rig ht direc tion.  The information 
netw ork available to members of th at  committee may soon be expanded to meet 
Sta te and local demand s for bet ter  envir onmental info rma tion , and  it  ought  also  
to be useful to o ther  grou ps with  s imi lar concerns.

Legislation  has  been consid ered in the Congress whic h could go fa r toward 
arming citiz ens’ orga niza tion s with  be tte r info rma tion  on wh at Fed eral  agencies 
are  doing and  why they are doing it. The Nat iona l Enviro nmenta l Policy Act of 
1969, sponsored by Senator  Henry Jack son and Re pre sen tative John  Dingell, 
contains  langu age to this effect, as does the ai rp or t cons truct ion bill recentl y 
passed  by th e House. It  remains to be seen, of c ourse, to wh at ext ent  the exe cutive 
agencie s will be successfu l in the ir inevi table  efforts to weaken  the impact of 
these measure s. Th eir  jobs will be made more difficult by the  cer tain knowledge 
th at  in tere sted  leg islators will be watch ing them care full y.

These steps  and the ones th at  remain to be tak en  are  hopeful signs in an are a 
in which hopefulness is uncommon. If  anything, these efforts should be acceler
ated ; we may not be able to afford much more delay , and we should begin to 
exerci se wh at talent s we h ave for imag inative and  bold dep arture s f rom pat ter ns 
of behavior t ha t are  no lon ger ad equa te to the ne eds of the  time.
B. Inter natio nal problems

The fac tors th at  inh ibit  adeq uate  response to local and nat ional pollutio n 
problems are even more effective in prev enti ng int ern ationa l action, and yet  we 
now realize th at  many nat ion al envi ronm enta l problems have sup ran ationa l con
sequences. Thu s contro l proced ures to keep global pollution to a tole rable 
minimum  assu me cri tical importan ce.

Although att ent ion  has  only recently  been forcused on int ern ational en
viro nme ntal problems, it is clear th at  thi s is an imp ort ant  are a for  concern. 
The proposed 1972 U.N. conference evidences the  acceptance  of thi s concern, 
but  few specific suggestions have been ma de to cre ate  mechanisms to meet tod ay’s 
problems, and  thos e which ar e predic tabl e in the near f uture.

The need for  bet ter  info rma tion  chan nels  is as gre at here  as it  is on the 
sma ller  scale. If  anyth ing, polit ical corr ective steps  can be even more easily 
blocked tha n are  those actin g at  Sta te and nat ional levels, and  we have  not 
yet  devised a worka ble system of sanc tion s to minimize those problems which 
all  concede to exist.

If  it  is true , as argued above, th at  the  intere sts  of small  group s are  often 
a t odds with  those of the larger  societ ies in which they  exist,  how much more 
tru e is thi s of sep ara te natio ns, where antag onism s are  more easily  created  and 
susta ined , and where  common concerns may be deli bera tely obscured ? Down
wind and down stream nations from  those apply ing per sist ent  pesticides may 
see the ir own problems clearly, bu t the ir apprehensions are  likely  to be viewed 
as quite unimporta nt to the nat ion  creatin g the  problem. Th at nat ion may well 
cons ider  righteo usly th at  its  first int ere st mus t be to prot ect the  hea lth and 
food supply of its own citize ns, and  th at  the undesirable  side effects are  simply 
someone else's problem. Unfort una tely , they  may be everyone else’s problem.

The same conflict lies at the  he ar t of many of the  issues  discuss ed earl ier, 
bu t its  impac t is perh aps most clea rly visible in int ern ational issues. The 
stro nge st peaceful sanction  th at  we have  been able to devise to influence 
int ern ational decisions app ears to be the force  of public opinion. More atte ntion 
mig ht profitably be devoted to the  use of public disclosure  as a force to pro
duce more adequa te decisions on inte rna tional  environm enta l issues. A weak 
reed it  may be. but  it mu st serve until we can find a stro nge r sust itute.

If  we nar row  our  focus to a specific topic, the  ways in which such pres sures 
might be brou ght to be ar  become clea rer. One such suggests itse lf immedia tely 
as of cur ren t and sign ifica nt intere st:  tre ati es for the  use of the seas. The sig
nificance of thi s problem are a has  been perceived clea rly by nat ional inte res ts 
which see the oceans as  a vast pote ntia l source of food and mine ral resources,  
and  th us a s c ritical  to th ei r surviv al.

We mus t pass over wit hou t fu rth er  ana lysi s the crit ica l issue of sanc
tions as beyond the  scope of this paper and as beyond the  abil ity of the  con
cerned partie s to resolve at  thi s time. We shall  also assume, for  the purpo se 
of argum ent, th at  it  will even tuall y become possible to develop working tre at y 
rela tions hips with the  affected  nations  and  th at  such a tre aty  will provid e an 
operating str uc tur e a s well as a polic ymaking body.
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What  suggestions may be made to provide some assurance tha t the vast as
sets of the  ocean will be used for the common good, and not misused on behalf 
of narrow segments of humanity? Proposals have been made to provide a  focus 
for scientific impact at  the policymaking level, these disciplines will of necessity 
be represented at  the operating levels a s well. These proposals do not appe ar 
to he ent irely adequate to cu rren t needs—they a re lacking in the control aspects 
described above, and will be as inadequate  to international issues as they are  
on the smaller and presumably more easily managed national scale.

We need an ombudsman for the  seas.
The functions of such an organization would be simple: To review and to com

ment upon proposed actions by the operating arm of the trea ty organization
. and others, to consult with the policymaking arm on matters which are or which
* ought to be under consideration, and to make recommendations to these and to all

nations on ways to use, without misusing, the oceans.
This late r point is parti cula rly important, since the seas can he significantly 

affected by the activities  of nations which may not be tr eaty signatories—even 
by nations which are entirely landlocked. Inland rivers and estuaries play an

® important role in the life cycles of fish and other species important  to man ; these
in turn may he highly vulnerable to actions affecting airsheds or watersheds  with 
oceanic outlets. Few na tions in the world remain entirely oblivious to the opin
ions of others and the ability of the ombudsmen to focus worldwide atten tion 
upon previously ignored problems could prove to be a highly valuable tool.

When and as sanctions are  developed for the international treaty , considera
tion should also be given to making sanctions available to the ombudsmen, under 
adequate control procedures. The ombudsmen should not, however, be policemen; 
they will have enough problems without adding new ones. They should have and 
maintain a close working relationship with whatever  organization handles the 
operations of the trea ty organization.

The ombudsmen should have direct access to current oceanographic and eco
logical information about the seas. Again i t would be desirable to keep informa
tional and experimental activi ties separated from their primary functions; it 
would also be important  to keep them separa te from the conventional channels 
of authority within the operating arm of the treaty  organization.

History indicates that, in the seas as elsewhere, strong pressures will be 
brought to bear by those seeking to exploit these resources. It  will be critically 
important to build into the t rea ty organization some form of countervailing p res
sures to insure tha t the long-term productivity of the oceans is not endangered 
by man’s effort to turn  these assets to limited advantage. If we have learned 
nothing else from the ecologists, we know now that we exist  within a closed sys
tem and tha t we must develop processes and procedures that  will permit us to 
recycle those resources that wre must use. To this end, the ombudsmen can serve 
us well.

For a number of reasons it  would seem desirable to create a three- or five- 
member organization of ombudsmen with staggered, rota ting memberships. 
They should have a semipermanent professional staff ; continuity is important, 
but a constant access to fresh  blood can provide a responsiveness to challenge 
tha t will be invaluable to the participating organizations and nations.

) It may not be desirable to have a highly struc tured  decisionmaking appa ratus
within the organization itself. No member should be given the  power to veto th e 
action of the group or of any other member; indeed, if any member perceives a 
part icular problem as important, and if his colleagues do not share his views, he 
should be given la titude to study the problem and to report upon it  to the appro- 
pria te bodies, supporting his repor t with whatever evidence is available.

The ombudsmen should be required to submit an annual report on their opera
tions to the trea ty organization, and copies of this report should be given wide 
distribution to member nations  as well as to the United Nations. Dissenting 
views should be made availab le in the same form. The incentive to review specific 
problems might come from within  the organization itself, or i t might come from 
any member nations. If  review is declined, the reasons for disapproval ought to 
be spelled out in detail.

Funding is critical. As one of the important functions  of the treaty , the om
budsmen should be assured of a regular  budget, subject to no diminution because 
of the concerns of any member nation for tender subjects. Unless the organiza
tion can be truly  independent and free of budgetary apprehensions, its work 
must inevitably suffer.

Clearly the problems of protection of the  global environment a re not confined 
to the use of its oceans. T reaties for the oceans are only a beginning—but there
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is no good reason why thi s trea ty should not be viewed as the first real step to
ward more comprehensive and adequate environmental protection. Men require
a world that men can live in.

The oceans are important for a number of reasons. It  has been shown tha t 
they are not as productive as they were once thought to be, in terms of long
term food sources for humanity. Nor can we develop the oceans as a safety valve 
for man’s tendency to fill up all available living space with himself or with his 
waste products. We must instead concern ourselves with protecting a vital ele
ment in the ecosystem of Spaceship Earth ; at  the same time we may perhaps take 
a halting  step toward developing techniques tha t may prove effective in other 
areas  as well.

Antarctica  has so far  withstood the terri toria l instincts of man in reasonably 
good order. For this we cannot take much credit—there  has been very little  *
pressure  to exploit these resources. This region of the world may now prove 
significant in other wa ys: Oceanographers claim that some of the best fishing 
waters in the world are found off the coast of Antarctica, supported by the mas
sive upwellings of nutr ients resulting from convection currents created by the 
warm and cold water masses in the area. The trea ty organization might well I
begin its char ter by mounting an intensive review of Antarctic ecology, to deter 
mine how this resource may provide a sustained  value for man. The ombudsmen 
can play a significant role in this endeavor.

In international relations today, we need techniques to disperse and not to in
tensify international rivalries. The potentia lities of a trea ty for the use of the 
oceans, with built-in guarantees for their  long-term protection, would appear to 
be a matter of high priority .

T



A p pe n d ix  5.—C o m m u n ic a t io n s  fo r t i i i : R ecord

Statement of Thomas M. Martinez, Chairman, and Ricardo J. Perez, E xecutive
Director, Chicano E nvironment Committee, Stanford University, Stanford,
Calif.
It  is fitting that  the House Subcommittee on Conservation and Natura l Re

sources become sens itive  to unintended and  unantic ipa ted  consequences of the 
problem s involved in any Government atte mpt to conserve, or resto re this  coun
tr y’s na tura l resources. One such consequence is int rinsic  to the ideology of 
conserva tion  of energy, which  is the norma l guiding philosophy of our  com
peti tive , economically orien ted, and politically determined society. That is. it is 
ina ccu rate to divorce the  notion of po llution  from its effects upon human beings. 
Man is the greatest na tura l resource on ear th. If  any of ea rth’s resources are  
depressed, they are  all depressed. In today’s context, a gre at deal of atte ntion is 
aimed toward the problems of the physical environment, and it  is about time. 
At the same time this  is going on, the  same political leaders are  attempting  to 
wi thd raw  support, both public  a nd  economic, for developing the minority popula
tion  in this country . You would not be c ontribu ting  to the  liette rment of na tur e 
if you suppressed your awarenes s of this fact , and attem pt to at  leas t point th is  
ou t to the many idea lists—young and old—who wan t to do something  to improve 
the  country . We recognize th at  t he  purpose  of the  subcommittee is not to take on 
matt ers th at  might be considered clearly within  the jur isd ict ion  of the Secretary  
of Hea lth, Educa tion, and Welfare. Nevertheless,  anyone  read ing the'r ep or t of 
the subcommittee ought to recognize the  inh ere nt cont radiction in eleva ting the 
physical environment above the human environm ent.

The interre lati onship  between man a nd the environment is everywhere evident, 
but  not everywhere polluted. The  most clea r example of the  pollution of both 
man and the  envi ronment a t the same time may be the  ca se of the  farm workers 
in this country. In a recent survey  i t was revea led th at  ther e a re  about 150 cases 
of pestic ide poisonings for  every 1,000 farm workers per year . There  is now’ ample 
evidence  of count less unr epo rted cases of pestic ide poisoning. In California , 
the  Chicano farm workers hav e a name for such poisoning. They call it  “la 
rnuer te and ant e,” or the  walking death.  This  is an especia lly important fact,  
because the  farm workers are in a very real  sense the fro nt  line of defense  
for  the res t of society. If  they are becoming ill and  diseased , then  the consumer 
is next. It  would be useful to s ta rt  the env ironmental decade with a more realis tic 
conception of na tur al resources.

* I nstitute of Scrap I ron & Steel, I nc.,
Washington, D.C., December 30, 1969.

lion . Henry S. Reuss,
Dongress o f the United States, House o f Representatives, Rayburn House Office 

Building, Washington, D.C.
My Dear Mr. Reuss : I read with gre at int ere st your sta tem ent  ca lling  fo r the  

1970’s as “the  environmen tal decade.”
Of pa rti cu lar  concern to the  Insti tu te  of Scrap Iron  & Steel is that  port ion of 

the  sta tem ent  dealing with  land . The  iron and steel scrap processing indu stry , I 
believe, has  taken  a leadership role in seeking  solu tions to the  problems of 
abandon ed and obsolete automobiles. It  is our  feeling that  junked  automobiles 
as  well as all metal lic solid waste  should be recycled to preserve  na tur al beau ty 
and conserve  na tur al resources.

As I pointed out in my testimony before the  House Subcommittee on Minerals 
and  Mining, rega rding the Mining  and Minerals Policy Act of 1909:

“Obsolete metal lics should be viewed not as waste or junk, but as an economic 
resource—mines above ground, if  you will * * *. Our Nation canno t afford to 
was te scrap.  Since the end of Wor ld War  II,  American mills  and foundries  have 
remelted from 60 to 90 million tons  of ferrous  scra p annually . Converting these
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tonnage figures  to the equivalent  tonnages  of na tura l resources, a savings of from 
180 to 270 million tons of minera ls per y ear were realized.”

I am enclosing for your info rma tion  the  fal l issue of our publ ication Phoenix 
Qua rter ly, which deals with  the environmen t as well as a backgrounder  on “The 
Role of the Scrap  Processing Industry in Solid Waste Disposa l.”

If  we can be of any assi stance to you or members of your staff, please call 
or write . The  ins titute  would welcome the opportunity to work with you in any 
way you deem a ppropr iate  in o rder to achieve environmental quality.

Sincerely,
William S. Story, CAE, 

Executive Vice President.
(Note.—The materi als  transmi tte d with  thi s let ter  are  in the  subcommittee

files.)

State of Ohio D epartment of Health,
Columbus, Ohio, January 28, 1910. y

Mr. Henry S. Reuss,
Chairman, Conservation and Natural Resources Subcommittee, House o f Repre

sentatives, Washington, D.C.
Dear Mr. Reuss : I  noted in the Janu ary 19 issue of A ir/Wate r Po llutio n Report 

th at  your subcommittee will be conducting  hear ings  on Febru ary  2-6 regarding 
the  views of inte rest ed organiz ations as to what actions prog rams must be 
developed to  at ta in  a healthy en vironment in  the  1970’s.

I also noted  th at  one of your ques tions is, “How can we encourage more pub
lic par tici pat ion  in the  cons idera tion of proposals th at  affect the  environment?”

I would like to bring to your a tte nti on  tha t, through the  partnersh ip for  health,
Public  Law 89-749 and its amendments in Public Law 90-174, provision is made 
to encourage public par ticipation in the  cons idera tion of environment along with  
other health aspects.

In Ohio we have developed 11 areawide  comprehensive hea lth planning  agen
cies, and for  the  most part,  a ll o f these agencies  have  provided for  a sta ff position 
in envi ronm enta l heal th and  the pa tte rn  of opera tion has  been thro ugh  the de
velopment of areawide and county committees which concern themselves with  
the  environment. The boards of t ruste es  of the areawide agencies  a re cons titu ted 
to be composed of at  leas t a ma jor ity  of consumers and the memberships  of the  
county  and areawide environm enta l committees are  likewise  so reconstituted.
Our sta tew ide  advisory council ultima tely reviews the  recomm endations of 
areawide  agency proposals for  comprehensive hea lth  planning, and  is likewise 
constituted  of a majori ty of consumers.

I am enclosing  for your  info rma tion  a study which was done by the  Missouri 
Office of Comprehensive Health Pla nning  in rela tion  to  environmental hea lth and 
Sta te agencies of  comprehensive hea lth  planning, along with a map of Ohio show
ing the are a wide comprehensive health planning  agencies  and those having en
viro nmenta lists on the ir staff.

I hope th at  thi s information will be of value  to your  committee and  if you 
desire fu rthe r inform ation . I would be happy  to supply it or I would suggest  (
th at  you migh t contact Mr. Nicholas Poh lit, execut ive d irector, Nat iona l Environ
men tal Health Association, Lincoln Building, 1550 Lincoln Street, Denver, Colo.
80203. (Telepho ne: Area 303-222-4456.)

Sincerely,
Bernard M. H ull, M.P.H.,

Environmental Health Coordinator, '
Office of Compresensive Health Planning.

(Note.—The materials transm itted  with thi s le tte r are  in the  subcommittee 
files.)

National Rifle Association of America : Statement for the  Record

The opportu nity  to present the  views of the  Nat ional Rifle Association in 
suppor t of the  intere st of our  over 1 million sportsmen members is greatly  ap
prec iated a t the  beginning of this  env iron men tal decade in which so much needs 
to be done, so many dest ruct ive and unplanned envi ronmentally degrading 
actions  need to be reversed. Mr. Cha irman, the  National  Rifle Association, often 
associated with only the many shooting spor ts in the  minds of much of the



359

general public, has in fac t long been concerned with the conservation and re
storation of natura l resources. In 1891, our official journa l—then entitled 
“Shooting and Fishing”—'Stated forthr ightly that , “Our position is tha t we con
sider the welfare of the fish and game of first importance and to this  end 
personal sacrifices should be made.” The name of our official journa l has since 
been changed but our association’s concern for  natura l resources has grown 
and is still  reflected in it s many art icles on the conservation of natural resources 
and associated environmental problems.

The counsel of the distinguished ladies and gentlemen who have previously 
testified before the committee on the environmental decade is acknowledged.

.  We share thei r concern for the state  of our environm ent However, we here
* limit our comments to more specific points concerning recreation and atte nda nt

land-use practices because of the nature of our association and the purposes for  
which our members join  together. It  is not our intent to detract from the im
portance of the larger issues of burgeoning human population, environmental 
degradation, and deter iorat ing esthetic values. Our views in this area are cer- 

t  tain ly intended to reinforce much of what has been stated in previous testimony
before this committee.

Historically, genuine sportsmen of this Nation have shown great concern for 
the welfare of wildlife and the related natu ral resources. Such sportsmen 
organized early to combat the destruction of wildlife by market hunters, first, 
by pressing for  passage of wildlife protection laws, then by organizing into game 
protective associations to help enforce those laws. What  wildlife abundance we 
enjoy today is due chiefly to the dedication and funds provided by sportsmen.

Since there have always  been unscrupulous individuals  in all walks of life, 
we have had our mark et hunters and game poachers exploiting our natura l 
resources with no thought for tomorrow. Such men, of course, cannot be 
likened to sportsmen in any way. However, we see a distinct simila rity be
tween the heedless acts of the early marke t hunters and those persons, cor
porations or companies today who would strip the remaining resources from 
our land, turn them into quickly profitable items, dump untreated wastes into 
the nearest river with no thought  of the many who would suffer. The same 
profit motive and economic force that severely depleted passenger pigeons, 
snowy egrets, Atlantic salmon, bison, and the g reat hardwood forests of the Bast 
is still evident. Today it  is directed toward many of our other natu ral resources. 
We know tha t it must not continue.

The answer is, of course, conservation. And since we’ve now run up against 
the mounting problems of our wasteful actions and the ir effects upon our basic 
heal th and welfare it has become environmental conservation. And again we 
must learn  to live within  the limits of our natura l resources and prevent the 
desecration of our environment simply for today’s profit.

One major area of our  concern in the field of outdoor recreat ion is the avail 
ability, or nonavailabili ty, of land for wildlife habitat, recreation, and esthetic 
enjoyment. Government au thorities  have predicted tha t the next  10 to 20 years 
will see the end of fur the r public acquisition of land for wildlife, human re
creation, or esthetic enjoyment.

I  It  is our concern th at the acquisition of such natura l areas and thei r reclama
tion and restoration be accorded due importance. Though the sparing of the 
Everglades National Park  gives us one small ray of hope, too many of our 
seashores and estuarine areas are being filled in and developed, denying needed 
productive acreage to marine fauna and flora. Futu re generations will have 
only what  we leave for them—no more. It  is up to this generation to decide

’ wha t this will be.
Similarity we have grea t concern for the welfare of our wildlife, and this 

too is directly related to the protection of land for these wild creatures. When, 
in the next few years, the acquisition of wetlands for use by waterfowl finally 
must  cease, population limits for their  species will be set by harshly restric ting 
the ir living space.

It  is not widely understood tha t the sport of hunting such a renewable and 
reproducing resources is a major  tool of wildlife management, culling out the 
surpluses of young which, if unchecked, will eventually overpopulate and de
grade  thei r own habitat, with annual starvation. Thus the sport of hunting is 
not only a valid use of such renewable resources, but is used by wildlife biologists 
as a necessary tool for the maintenance of a healthy wildlife population. All 
too often the well-meaning citizens demand absolute protection of game, but 
this  overprotection of a viable wildlife population can be biologically harmful. 
Wha t must be acquired, protected, and restored is the nonrenewable resources
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of wildlife habitat. This is the genuine basic determinant of the qualities and 
quant ities of wildlife tha t we will have to enjoy in the future.

Also, we must make a realis tic appraisal of the recreational uses made of wild
erness areas. Much wilderness is fragile; overuse may bring it degradation— 
perhaps  even its ultimate destruction.  However, much pressure could be re
moved from these areas by bette r planning. Composite areas  of picnic grounds, 
ranges, casting pools, nature walks, put-and-take fishing ponds, hiking or riding 
trails , and other outdoor activities can remove pressures of overuse from more 
pristin e areas.

We must never forget that people need to renew and revive their physical and 
mental vigor through tradit ional  recreationa l use of the environment. This need 1
is continuous. The future organization  of our living space must recognize and 
react to it. We have no bette r testimony to this need than the anguished cries of 
the victims of the moral and physical decay in our city slums. Open space must 
be provided not only for recreat ion but for the environmental education espe
cially needed by urban youth. Conservation, environment, ecology, and their |
surrounding semantics have long been the proprietary interest of the middle- 
aged affluent suburbanite. We must break this old distinction and involve all 
youth. Tomorrow is theirs.

We submit tha t our present national pursui t of a philosophy of economic 
growth based on the principle of single use of finite resources is gravely in error.
Our dependence on fosil fuels and the resulting wastes which pollute air  and 
water, and the growing mountain  of trash  which clutters our countryside, 
are all ample evidence of this philosophy. This cannot be remedied overnight.
An abrupt change to a closed system which recycles our limited natu ral re
sources would be catastrophic. However, change we must, if man is to survive 
on th is planet much longer. Government must lead by promulgating new legal, 
economic, and moral tenets which will protect our collective right  to a clean 
environment free of the accumulated indust rial offal of previous generations.
But Government must do this  through programs which change without destroy
ing basic economic, social, and moral values. On the broadest spectrum we 
need to mute and bend the thr ust of an economic system based on a throw
away, single-use principle, to a closed type of system tha t recycles the limited 
natu ral resources of the Spaceship Earth.

Since the beginning of life on this  planet the existence of life forms have 
been governed by an inflexible rule of “adapt or die.” Man, himself, is not 
exempt from this rule. Man alone has the vision and foresight to plot the 
course of his actions. The challenge he now faces is not the need for knowledge; 
he knows of what must be done. His challenge now is to find the collective will 
and to develop leadership equal to the task.

Cl if f  Morrow ,
Director, Hunting and Conservation.

C it y  of  E dm on ds , _
P arks an d R ec re at ion D epa rtm en t, '

Snohomish County, Wash., March23,1970.
Hon. Henry S. Reuss,
Subcommittee on Conservation and Natural Resources,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C. t

Dear Sir : I loudly applaud you and your colleagues for your call for an
“environmental decade.” As a professional park and recreation person, I will 
be deeply concerned and affected by your subcommittee’s findings.

As T unders tand it, your subcommittee is requesting suggestions on action 
programs for the environmental decade of the 1970’s. The following is my 
sugges tion:

The creation of sal t water and fresh  water  underwater parks, hopefully to be 
partia lly federally funded. Preferably, these parks should be close to urban 
areas, or within easy access of urban areas. This would be an effective means 
of preserving the underwater environment for generations to come.

As you know, water pollution, especially in urban areas, is an increasing 
problem. There are few locations still available within these areas  to protect 
the environment. An example of this  is what  is happening now in the city of 
Edmonds, Wash. The Puget Sound waters off the city beaches of Edmonds is
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one of the few locations in the entire Seattle-Puget Sound area where almost 
the entire scope of Puget Sound underwater life can be found in an area  tha t 
is not as yet affected hy pollution, and is within easy access of a major  urban 
area. Realizing this, the city government of Edmonds is now in the process of 
creating an underwater park in this area. My hope in this suggestion is tha t 
possibly Edmonds, as well as other  cities, counties, and States  can be aided, and 
possibly even coerced, by the Federal  Government in the  creation of underwater 
parks.

Some of the restrictions for these parks could be as follows :
1. Restricted to nonuse for any power boats or vehicles.
2. No one be allowed to remove, by any means, any item, liv ing or inanimate, 

within the boundaries of the park. Possibly hook-and-line fishing might be 
permitted, but the fishing should be from a surface  device without  a motor in 
use during its stay within the boundaries of the park. This last  item would be 
debatable, however.

I sincerely hope you will give th is suggestion consideration, as I feel i t would 
be an excellent action program for the environmental decade of the 1970’s. 
I would be most happy to partic ipate  in any type of discussions tha t might make 
this suggestion a reality.

Sincerely,
J im J ensen, Director.

A Statement F rom the Return to Returnable Bottles (and Other Contain
ers) Committee of ENACT (Environmental Action for Survival), Ann 
Arbor, Mich., March 13, 1970. (Thomas Friel, Spokesman.)
Dear Sirs : We are sure tha t you are aware of the problems created by non- 

recyclable containers.
These empty cans, bottles, and other nonreturnables  are  seriously depleting our 

nonrenewable na tural  resources. These containers  are being used up a t an astro
nomical r a te : 26 billion bottles and 48 billion cans in 1 year alone. We are  run
ning out of materia ls to make these containers; but they are creating another 
serious' problem : They are  garbage. Everywhere we go, these containers a re there;, 
waiting for us. Roads, rivers, parks, and landfills have become the natu ral habi
ta t of these  once-used creations.

As first steps to end the problem, we think Congress shou ld:
(1) Issue a s tatement to the container manufacturing indus try demanding 

tha t they return to and in itiat e the use of recyclable containers.
(2) Issue a statement to the citizens of this  land that they demand and 

use returnable  containers.
(3) Have an investigation of the container and packaging industries.
(4) Take action on the findings of this investigation.

We think  this action should be legislation banning nonrecyclable containers.
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